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FOREWORD 


U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  ox  International  Relations, 

Washington,  D.C.,  October  h 1976. 
This  report  has  been  submitted  to  the  Committee  on  International 
Relations  by  the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  International 
Political  and  Military  Affairs  as  Part  IV  of  the  series  on  the  Seizure 
of  the  Maijaguez. 

The  information  consists  of  reports  provided  the  Subcommittee  on 
International  Political  and  Military  Affairs  by  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States  and  does  not  necessarily  reflect  the  views 
of  the  membership  of  the  Committee  on  International  Relations. 

Thomas  E.  Morgan,  Chairman. 
(in) 
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LETTER  OF  TRANSMITTAL 


U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  International  Relations, 

Washington,  B.C.,  October  i,  1976. 
Hon.  Thomas  E.  Morgan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  International  Relations, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  B.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  I  am  respectfully  transmitting  to  you  three 
reports  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  to  the  Sub- 
committee on  International  Political  and  Military  Affairs  relating  to 
the  subcommittee's  investigation  of  the  seizure  of  the  United  States 
vessel,  Mayaguez. 

Shortly  after  the  fall  of  Vietnam  and  Cambodia  to  Communist  forces 
the  U.S.  vessel  Mayaguez  and  its  crew  were  seized  by  Cambodia.  Im- 
mediately following  the  seizure  the  International  Relations  Commit- 
tee and  its  International  Political  and  Military  Affairs  Subcommittee 
began  an  intensive  effort  to  learn  the  facts  surrounding  the  crisis. 
Both  during  the  crisis  and  following  Cambodia's  release  of  the  vessel 
and  its  crew  questions  were  raised  both  in  Congress  and  the  press  about 
the  handling  of  the  crisis  by  the  President  and  the  executive  branch 
and  the  nature  and  scope  of  diplomatic  and  military  actions  taken  to 
secure  release  of  the  Mayaguez  and  its  crew. 

One  indication  of  the  depth  of  congressional  concern  was  introduc- 
tion of  three  separate  resolutions  of  inquiry  sponsored  by  38  Members 
of  Congress  which  directed  the  Secretary  of  State  to  provide  to  the 
House  of  Representatives  information  concerning  seizure  of  the  Maya- 
guez and  its  crew  and  subsequent  efforts  to  release  them.  These  resolu- 
tions were  referred  to  the  Committee  on  International  Relations  and 
subsequently  to  the  Subcommittee  on  International  Political  and  Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

The  Mayaguez  crisis  happened  in  the  immediate  post- Watergate 
and  post-Vietnam  era  when  a  pervasive  air  of  skepticism  surrounded 
virtually  every  action  of  our  Government.  This  intensified  the  normal 
sense  of  deep  concern  in  Congress  about  an  international  crisis  and  led 
to  a  determination  that  the  reestablishment  of  mutual  confidence  was 
vitally  needed  between  the  Government  and  the  people  and  between 
the  executive  and  legislative  branches.  This  could  only  be  accomplished 
by  in-depth  congressional  exploration  of  the  handling  of  the  Maya- 
guez crisis  and  by  the  public  disclosure  of  as  much  information  as  pos- 
sible relating  to  the  conduct  of  the  public's  business  in  time  of  crisis. 
It  was  also  thought  that  subjecting  the  crisis  management  operations 
of  our  Government  to  congressional  scrutiny  might  lead  to  improve- 
ments in  management  of  future  crises. 

In  order  to  carry  out  its  responsibilities  to  investigate  the  Mayaguez 
crisis  the  Subcommittee  on  International  Political  and  Military  Affairs 
pursued  two  separate  courses  of  action.  The  first  was  a  lengthy  series 


(V) 


VI 

of  hearings  which  began  formally  on  May  14,  L975,  while  the  crisis 
reaching  its  climax.  The  hearings  included  testimony  by  aumeroufl 
executive  branch  witnesses  including  the  Acting  Secretary  of  State 
and  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense,  Members  of  Congress,  and 
Charles  T.  Miller,  captain  of  the  Mayagtu  .:.  These  bearings  have  been 
printed  under  the  title,  "Seizure  of  the  Kiayaguez,"  pan-  I.  1 1,  and  III. 
The  second  course  of  action  taken  by  the  subcommittee  was  to  re- 
quest the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  to  conduct  an  in- 
depth  investigation  of  various  aspects  of  the  crisis  and  to  report  back 
to  the  subcommittee.  The  Comptroller  General  was  most  generous  in 
assigning  substantial  resources  to  carry  out  the  subcommittee' 
quest  It  is  these  reports  which  are  transmitted  herewith.  The  first 

two,  "System  to  Warn  I'.S.  Manner-  of  Potential  Political  Military 
Hazards:  SS  Mayaguez,  a  Case  Study."  and  "Executive-Legislative 
Communications  and  the  Role  of  the  Congress  During  International 
Crises,"  were  released  to  the  public  previously  but  are  incorporated 
here  to  provide  as  comprehensive  a  record  as  possible  of  the  subcom- 
mittee's actions. 

The  third  report  by  the  Comptroller  General,  "The  Seizure  of  the 
Mayairuez — A  Study  of  Crisis  Management"  was  originally  submitted 
to  the  subcommittee  in  classified  form  at  the  insistence  of  the  P 
dent's  Adviser  for  National  Security  Atl'air-.  His  decision  w;b  made 
despite  the  fact  that  the  Departments  of  State  and  Defense,  which 
provided  the  information  on  which  the  report  is  based,  had  no  objec- 
tion to  its  release  in  an  unclassified  form.  Negotiations  between  the 
subcommittee  and  the  special  adviser  eventually  led  to  agreement 
that  substantial  portions  of  the  report  could  be  declassified  and  re- 
leased. In  my  judgment  those  portions  of  the  report  which  remain 
classified  are  minor  and  not  necessary  for  a  full  understanding  of  the 
substantive  points  made  in  the  original  report  The  subcommittee 
appreciates  the  great  contribution  made  by  the  Comptroller  General 
and  the  staff  of  the  General  Accounting  Office  to  the  work  of  the  sub- 
committee in  the  conduct  of  its  inquiry  into  the  events  surrounding 
the  seizure  and  eventual  release  of  the  Mayagut  :. 

I  am  confident  that  the  subcommittee  ha-  developed  as  full  an 
understanding  of  the  Mayaguez  crisis  as  the  cooperation  of  the  execu- 
tive branch  would  permit  That  cooperation  was,  however,  not  as 
complete  or  forthcoming  as  I  wished  or  expected.  While  I  appreciate 
the  seriou>  security  consideration-  which  must  be  respected  when 
reviewing  an  area  as  sensitive  as  crisis  management  I  believe  that  it 
is  incumbent  on  our  Government  to  scrutinize  more  carefully  than  we 
have  yet  done  international  crises  of  the  past  in  order  to  insure  that 
we  can  minimize  dangers  to  our  citizens,  both  civilian  and  military, 
and  maximize  the  opportunities  for  peaceful  resolution  of  crises  in 
the  future. 

Dante  B,  Fas*  bll, 
Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  InU  motional 

PoliiUnl  and  Military  A  fair*. 


OTHER  PARTS  OF  THE  SERIES  ON  "SEIZURE  OF  THE 

MAYAGUEZ" 


Hearings  of  the  Subcommittee  on  International  Political  and  Military 

Affairs 

Part  I— May  14  and  15,  1975 

witnesses 

Morton  I.  Abramowitz,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  International 
Security  Affairs  (East  Asia  and  Pacific  Affairs) 

Robert  H.  Miller,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  East  Asian  and  Pacific 
Affairs 

Col.  Zane  E.  Finkelstein,  Legal  Adviser  and  Legislative  Assistant  to  the  Chair- 
man, Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 

Hon.  John  M.  Maury,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Legislative  Affairs 

Robert  H.  Miller,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  East  Asian  and  Pacific 
Affairs 

Part  II— June  19,  25  and  July  25,  1975 

witnesses 

Robert  H.  Miller,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  East  Asian  and  Pacific 

Affairs 
Hon.  John  Burton,  a  Representative  in  Congress  from  the  State  of  California 
Hon.  Elizabeth  Holtzman,  a  Representative  in  Congress  from  the  State  of  New 

York 
Hon.  Patricia  Schroeder,  a  Representative  in  Congress  from  the  State  of  Colorado 
Gerald  A.  Malia,  Esq.,  attorney  at  law,  representing  Sealand  Service,  Inc. 
Charles  T.  Miller,  Captain  of  the  Mayaguez 

Part  III— July  31  and  September  12,  1975 

WITNESSES 

Hon.  Robert  S.  Ingersoll,  Acting  Secretary  of  State 

Robert  H.  Miller,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  East  Asian  and  Pacific 

Affairs 
Morton  I.  Abramowitz,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense,  East  Asia  and 

Pacific  Affairs 
Brig.  Gen.  A.  W.  Atkinson,  U.S.  Air  Force,  Assistant  Director  of  Operations  for 

Command  and  Control,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 
Hon.  William  P.  Clements,  Jr.,  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
Col.  Vincent  Dambrauskus,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  Communications-Electronics 

Directorate 
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REPORT  OF  THE 
COMPTROLLER  GENERAL 
OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


System  To  Warn  U.S.  Mariners 
Of  Potential  Political /Military 
Hazards:   S.S.  Mayaguez, 
A  Case  Study 


Departments  of  State, 
Defense,  and  Commerce 


A  system  10  warn  mariners  concerning  poten- 
tial political/military  hazards  affecting  U.S. 
shipping  was  reestablished  in  1948.  State  De- 
partment has  the  primary  responsibility  for 
issuing  special  warnings. 

More  than  19  hours  elapsed  after  Government 
agencies  in  Washington,  D.C.,  learned  of  the 
S.S.  Mayaguez  seizure  before  mariners  were 
advised  to  avoid  the  area.  This  delay  was  par- 
tially caused  by  a  failure  of  State  Department 
activities  to  promptly  inform  the  office  re- 
sponsible for  issuing  special  warnings.  The 
stizure  followed  earlier  incidents  in  the  same 
general  area. 

Actions  have  been  taken  to  identify  problems 
and  implement  corrective  measures.  This 
report  contains  recommendations  for  further 
improving  the  warning  system. 
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COMPTROLUR  OININAL  OF    THE   UNITED  STATES 
WMMINOTON.OC      Mf>**» 


B-133001 


The  Honorable  Dante  B.  Fascell 
Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  International 

Political  and  Military  Affairs 
Committee  on  International  Relations 
House  of  Representatives 

Dear  Mr .  Chairman : 


Your  letter  of  June  9,  1975,  asked  us  to  review  the  sys- 
tem for  warning  U.S.  mariners  of  potential  political  and  mili- 
tary hazards  and  to  discuss  the  system  as  it  related  to  the 
Mayaguez  incident. 

The  report  notes  that  following  the  Mayaguez  seizure  some 
actions  were  taxen  to  improve  the  system.   Also  included  are 
our  recommendations  for  further  improving  the  effectiveness  of 
the  warning  system.   Therefore,  as  arranged  with  your  Subcom- 
mittee staff,  we  will  distribute  the  report  to  the  Departments 
of  State,  Commerce,  and  Defense,  other  congressional  commit- 
tees; ana  other  interested  parties. 

The  Departments  of  State,  Commerce,  and  Defense  were  pro- 
vided the  opportunity  to  comment  on  a  draft  of  this  report. 
The  Departments  of  State  and  Commerce  responded  in  writing, 
and  the  Department  of  Defense  provided  verbal  comments.   All 
comments  were  considered  in  preparing  the  final  report. 


Sinpwroly  yo 
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Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States 
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SYSTEM  TO  WARN  U.S.  MARINERS 
OF  POTENTIAL  POLITICAL/ 
MILITARY  HAZARDS: 
S.S.  MAYAGUEZ,  A  CASE  STUDY 
Departments  of  State,  Defense 
and  Commerce 


DIGEST 

The  U.S.  Government  operates  a  radio  system 
to  broadcast  to  mariners  regular  navigational 
warnings  and  special  warnings  of  matters  af- 
fecting U.S.  shipping.   The  Defense  Mapping 
Agency  has  primary  responsibility  for  issu- 
ing navigational  warnings. 

The  State  Department  has  primary  responsi- 
bility for  issuing  special  warnings  although 
other  Federal  agencies  may  draft  a  special 
warning  and  request  issuance. 

Special  warnings  are  used  to  disseminate  to 
mariners  political/military  information  af- 
fecting U.S.  shipping  and  foreign  maritime 
policy.   Since  reintroduction  of  special 
warnings  in  1948,  45  plus  1  update  have 
been  issued.   (See  pp.  2  and  3.) 

The  S.S.  Mayaguez  was  fired  on  and  boarded 
by  Cambodian  armed  forces  on  May  12,  1975. 
Mariners  were  not  advised  to  avoid  the  area 
until  more  than  19  hours  after  Government 
agencies  in  Washington,  D.C.,  learned  of 
the  seizure. 

This  delay  can  be  attributed,  in  part,  to 
the  failure  of  various  activities  within 
State  to  promptly  inform  its  Maritime  Af- 
fairs office  about  the  seizure.   (See  pp. 
6  to  8.  ) 

Incidents  occurred  off  the  Cambodian  coast, 
prior  to  the  Mayaguez  seizure,  but  were  not 
brought  to  the  attention  of  State's  Mari- 
time Affairs  office  until  after  the  Mayaguez 
seizure.   (See  pp.  10  to  11.)   The  Maritime 
Affairs  office  had  not  adequately  informed 
other  State  Department  activities  and  other 
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Government  departments  of  the  type  of  situa- 
tion which  should  be  brought  to  its  atten- 
tion.  (See  pp.  4  and  8.) 

There  are  two  broadcasts  each  day,  but  the 
warning  system  does  not  assure  the  timely 
receipt  of  information  because  U.S.  merchant 
mariners  are  not  required  to  monitor  the 
broadcasts.   (See  p.  5.) 

Following  the  Mayaguez  seizure,  actions  were 
taken  to  identify  weaknesses  in  the 
warning  system  and  to  implement  corrective 
measures.   (See  p.  13  and  14.)   GAO  believes 
there  is  need  to  further  institutionalize  and 
formalize  the  warning  system  to  strengthen 
its  future  effectiveness. 

The  Secretary  of  State  should: 

--Delegate  specific  responsibility  for  issu- 
ing special  warnings  to  the  Maritime  Affairs 
office. 

--Insure  that  internal  guidelines  are  further 
developed  to  set  forth  specific  procedures 
to  be  followed  by  Maritime  Affairs  in  is- 
suing or  clearing  for  issuance  special 
warnings. 

--Insure  that  State's  regional  bureaus  have 
a  clear  understanding  of  their  responsi- 
bilities in  promptly  informing  Maritime 
Affairs  of  political/military  events  af- 
fecting U.S.  shipping  and  foreign  mari- 
time policy. 

--Make  sure  that  the  Department's  Bureau 
for  Intelligence  and  Research  keeps  Mari- 
time Affairs  fully  apprised  of  all  intelli- 
gence matters  affecting  U.S.  shipping. 

--Enter  into  interagency  agreements  contain- 
ing the  above  criteria  and  guidelines  and 
the  appropriate  responsibilities. 

--Direct  that  the  Maritime  Affairs  office, 
after  learning  of  political/military 
events  affecting  U.S.  shipping,  use  the 
next  available  broadcast  to  alert  mari- 
ners to  the  potential  hazards. 


The  Secretaries  of  State  and  Commerce  should 
jointly  encourage  U.S.  steamship  owners/ 
operators  to: 

--Require  their  vessels  to  monitor  at  least 
one  U.S.  hydrographic  broadcast  each  day. 

--Supplement  the  broadcast  of  a  U.S.  special 
warning  by  transmitting  the  warning  to  their 
vessels  which  may  be  near  the  critical  area. 

(See  pp.  16  and  17 .  ) 

Both  State  and  Defense  Departments  agreed 
there  should  be  formal  interagency  agreements 
covering  special  warnings  and  State  said  it 
had  taken  action  to  prepare  such  an  agreement. 

State  Department  says  GAO  recommendations 
regarding  U.S.  steamship  owners/operators 
are  well  taken  but  believes  such  actions 
fall  within  the  purview  of  the  Commerce 
Department  and  the  Defense  Mapping  Agency. 
GAO  believes  that,  because  of  the  foreign 
maritime  policy  implications  of  U.S.  ship- 
ping, the  State  Department  should  take  an 
active  part  in  encouraging  the  steamship 
companies  to  implement  the  suggested  meas- 
ures.  (See  pp.  17  to  19.) 
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CHAPTER  1 

RADIO  NAVIGATIONAL  WARNINGS 

The  United  States  maintains  a  system  for  broadcasting 
long-range-radio  hydrographic  warnings  to  U.S.  mariners  on 
the  high  seas  to  give  them  navigational  safety  information 
as  quickly  as  possible.   There  are  two  general  types  of 
warnings:   (1)  navigational  warnings,  which  contain  such 
information  as  changes  in  buoys,  lights,  and  other  naviga- 
tional aids;  floating  dangers;  and  naval  operations  and 
(2)  special  warnings,  which  are  more  political/military  in 
nature  and  include  such  things  as  declarations  of  hostili- 
ties and  territorial  sea  claims.   The  Defense  Mapping  Agency 
Hydrographic  Center  ( DMAHC )  is  responsible  for  originating 
and  issuing  navigational  warnings. 

The  Department  of  State  has  the  primary  responsibility 
for  issuing  or  approving  the  issuance  of  special  warnings 
when  information  indicates  that  such  warning  may  be  justi- 
fied.  This  responsibility,  however,  has  not  been  formali- 
zed in  any  interagency  agreement,  and  there  are  no  written 
criteria  and  guidelines  setting  forth  the  conditions  and   ' 
circumstances  which  could  warrant  issuance  of  a  special 
warning  . 

WARNING  SYSTEM 

Radio  navigational  warnings  for  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  Medi- 
terranean Sea,  and  contiguous  areas  are  called  HYDROLANTS. 
Radio  warnings  for  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  East  Asia  and  con- 
tiguous waters  are  called  HYDROPACS.   (See  app.  I.)   The  warn- 
ings are  broadcast  from  U.S.  naval  radio  stations  in  the 
Pacific  and  Atlantic  Oceans  by  radiotelegraph  to  U.S. -flag 
merchant  vessels  and  by  r ad ioteletype  to  U.S.  naval  vessels. 
Radio  stations  for  Atlantic  broadcasts  are  located  in  Nor- 
folk, Virginia;  Londonderry,  Northern  Ireland;  Reykjavik, 
Iceland;  and  Thurso,  Scotland.   Radio  stations  for  Pacific 
broadcasts  are  located  in  San  Francisco,  California;  Hono- 
lulu, Hawaii;  Guam;  San  Miguel,  the  Philippines;  and  Yoko- 
suka,  Japan. 

Radiotelegraph  broadcasts  are  made  to  merchant  vessels 
twice  daily  at  about  12:30  p.m.  and  12:30  a.m.  eastern  day- 
light time,  (1630  and  0430  Greenwich  mean  time).   The  time 
varies  somewhat  between  stations  due  to  the  particular  time 
zones  the  stations  are  broadcasting  into.   Specific  broad- 
cast times  and  frequencies  for  each  station  are  contained 
in  such  publications  as  DMAHC ' s  Radio  Navigational  Aids 
and  the  Naval  Telecommunications  Command ' s  Naval  Telecom- 
munications Procedures.   Each  navigational  warning  ( HYDROPAC 


or  HYDROLANT)  is  broadcast  twice  after  it  is  received  by  the 
radio  station,  once  on  each  of  the  next  two  scheduled  broad- 
casts . 

SPECIAL  WARNINGS 

Special  warnings  are  originated  as  a  necessary  supple- 
ment to  regular  navigational  warnings.   They  are  used  to 
disseminate  to  all  mariners  information  which  is  both  poli- 
tical and  maritime  in  nature  and  which  may  affect  U.S.  ship- 
ping and  foreign  maritime  policy.   Thus,  these  warnings 
inform  U.S.  mariners  of  political/military  hazards  and,  when 
issued,  are  broadcast  over  both  the  HYDROLANT  and  HYDROPAC 
systems  together  with  navigational  warnings. 

Special  warnings  are  numbered  consecutively  irrespec- 
tive of  the  year  issued.  Following  initial  broadcast,  they 
are  published  in  DMAHC ' s  weekly  Notice  to  Mariners  and  all 
editions  of  its  Daily  Memorandum"  The  texts  of  all  special 
warnings  still  in  effect  are  reprinted  in  the  first  January 
issue  of  the  Notice  to  Mariners,  and  a  numerical  listing  of 
those  in  effect  is  printed  weekly  in  the  Notice  to  Mariners. 

Genesis  of  special  warnings 

When  Germany  declared  a  blockade  around  England  in  1939, 
the  U.S.  Government  found  it  needed  to  disseminate  certain 
official  public  announcements  to  all  ships  at  sea  but  had 
no  method  for  doing  so.   Officials  from  the  State  and  Navy 
Departments  and  the  Maritime  Administration  met  to  discuss 
the  problem.'  Out  of  this  meeting  grew  the  concept  for  spe- 
cial warnings.   It  was  decided  that  such  warnings  would 
cover  political  information  proclamations  of  the  United 
States  and  foreign  governments  which  the  State  Department 
wanted  to  disseminate  to  all  U.S.  ships,  but  primarily  those 
at  sea.   The  results  of  this  meeting,  however,  were  not 
well  documented.   According  to  the  State  Department,  the 
record  is  not  clear  as  to  what  types  of  political  develop- 
ments or  statements  would  be  made  subjects  of  special  warn- 
ings.  State  was  responsible  for  message  content  and, 
therefore,  for  drafting  the  message  text,  which  was  to  be 
approved  by  the  Office  of  Naval  Operations  and  sent  by  the 
Navy's  Hydrographic  Office  1/  on  its  navigational  warning 
broadcasts.   After  the  end  of  World  War  II,  issuance  of 
special  warnings  was  stopped. 


1/This  office  was  the  predecessor  to  DMAHC,  which  was  es- 
tablished on  July  1,  1972. 
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In  early  1948  the  State  Department  determined  that  such 
a  system  was  still  reauired  and  reauested  that  special  warn- 
ing messages  be  reinstated.   The  r e int roduct ion  was  made  on 
May  27,  1948,  with  the  same  basic  ground  rules  established 
in  1939. 

Frequency  of  special  warnings 

Only  45  special  warninqs  and  1  special  warning  update 
have  been  issued  since  reinstatement  of  the  system  was  an- 
nounced on  May  27,  1948,  with  the  broadcast  of  special  warn- 
ing 1.   (See  app.  II.)   Seven  special  warnings  and  the  single 
special  warning  update  remained  in  effect  as  of  December  31, 
1975. 

Special  warnings  have  generally  tended  to  cluster  around 
significant  political/military  events.   For  instance: 

--On  May  27  and  28,  1948,  six  special  warnings  were  is- 
sued regarding  actions  of  various  Middle  East  coun- 
tries following  Israel's  proclamation  of  independence. 
Three  special  warnings  were  subsequently  issued  which 
canceled  the  six  special  warnings. 

— Between  June  24,  1949,  and  February  10,  1950,  five 
special  warnings  were  issued  pertaining  to  announce- 
ments and  actions  of  the  Chinese  Government. 

--In  1962  five  special  warnings  were  issued  dealing 
with  U.S.  quarantine  of  offensive  military  equipment 
under  shipment  to  Cuba. 

RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  ISSUING  WARNINGS 

Due  to  the  political  sensitivity  of  special  warnings, 
the  State  Department,  through  its  Office  of  Maritime  Af- 
fairs, has  primary  responsibility  for  issuing  or  approving 
the  issuance  of  special  warnings  although  there  is  no  spe- 
cific delegation  of  such  responsibility.   Other  Federal 
agencies  may,  however,  request  or  draft  the  text  of  a  spe- 
cial warning.   For  example,  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations, 
acting  for  the  Defense  Department,  normally  prepares  spe- 
cial warnings  concerning  military  matters  while  the  Treasury 
Department  is  responsible  for  items  involving  contraband  or 
smuggling  activity  and  the  Commerce  Department  for  items 
affecting  U.S.  foreign  trade.   The  State  Department  retains 
responsibility  for  clearing  such  special  warnings  and  au- 
thorizing their  release  for  broadcast,  although  it  acknow- 
ledges there  have  been  instances  where  State  clearance  was 
not  obtained  before  a  special  warning  was  issued. 

Although  it  seems  to  be  generally  understood  that  State' 
Maritime  Affairs  office  has  this  overall  responsibility,  it 
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has  not  been  formalized  in  any  interagency  agreement  or 
memorandum  of  understanding.   In  fact,  with  each  periodic 
personnel  change  in  the  Maritime  Affairs  office,  it  has 
been  necessary  for  DMAHC  to  brief  the  new  personnel  on  the 
functions  of  DMAHC  and  operation  of  the  navigational  and 
special  warning  system. 

We  also  noted  that  State  had  not  developed  written  guide- 
lines and  instructions  concerning  its  special  warnings  re- 
sponsibilities.  The  only  statement  outlining  procedures  for 
issuing  special  warnings  was,  according  to  State,  contained 
in  a  February  1972  internal  memorandum.   (See  pp.  40  and  41.) 
The  memorandum,  issued  to  State's  four  geographic  bureaus, 
provided  some  general  guidance  on  procedures  for  requesting 
issuance  of  a  special  warning.   The  memorandum,  however,  did 
not  assign  ultimate  responsibility  within  State  for  the  prep- 
aration and  release  of  a  special  warning,  nor  did  it  pro- 
vide for  centralized  collection  of  information  on  political/ 
military  events  affecting  U.S.  shipping  and  foreign  maritime 
policy. 

DMAHC  has  primary  responsibility  for  originating  and 
issuing  navigational  warnings.   These  warnings  normally  deal 
with  navigational  safety  matters,  such  as  buoys  and  lights. 
On  occasion,  however,  some  HYDROLANT/HYDROPAC  messages  have 
contained  political/military  information.   For  example,  in 
1973  a  navigational  warning  was  issued  which  advised  that 
the  right  of  innocent  passage  might  not  be  recognized  and 
vessels  might  be  detained  if  they  entered  Cuban  territorial 
waters  within  3  miles  of  Cuba's  coast.   Also,  during  the 
1973  Israeli-Egyptian  conflict,  HYDROLANT  messages  were 
issued  to  advise  mariners  of  several  proclamations  by  Mid- 
dle East  governments  concerning  entry  and  safety  in  their 
territorial  waters,  but  no  special  warning  was  issued.   Dur- 
ing the  1967  Israeli-Egyptian  conflict  no  navigational  or 
special  warning  was  issued  despite  the  fact  that  shipping 
in  the  area  was  endangered. 

It  appears  that  some  political/military  incidents  may 
warrant  a  navigational  rather  than  a  special  warning.   State 
and  DMAHC,  however,  have  no  written  criteria  and  guidance 
for  determining  when  an  incident  warrants  a  special  warning 
or  a  HYDROLANT/HYDROPAC  message. 

RECEIPT  OF  WARNINGS 

The  Military  Sealift  Command  requires  that  ships  which  it 
owns  or  has  under  contract  copy  1/  at  least  one  hydrographic 


1/The  messages  are  in  Morse  Code  and  must  be  written  down  so 
that  the  text  may  be  recorded. 
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broadcast  daily.   If  it  is  in  port,  the  vessel  normally 
obtains  copies  of  broadcasts  from  the  local  communications 
center . 

U.S.  merchant  vessels  not  under  the  control  of  Sealift 
Command  are  not  required  to  monitor,  copy,  or  acknowledge 
receipt  of  U.S.  hydrographic  broadcasts  to  insure  timely 
receipt  of  information.   This  matter  is  generally  left  to 
the  ship  operators/owners  and  vessel  captains.   A  recent 
Maritime  Administration  survey  of  five  U.S. -flag  carriers 
revealed  that  only  two  companies  specifically  required  their 
vessels  to  copy  DMAHC ' s  hydrographic  broadcasts.   DMAHC 
estimates  that  only  about  50  percent  of  the  U.S. -flag  mer- 
chant fleet  receives  its  navigational  warning  messages.   As 
for  the  S.S.  Mayaguez,  its  radioman  monitored  navigational 
information  broadcast  by  a  British  radio  station  in  Hong 
Kong . 

CONCLUSIONS 

Our  review  of  the  U.S.  navigational  warning  system 
showed  that: 

--The  responsibility  for  issuing  special  warnings  had 
not  been  formalized  in  any  type  of  interagency  agree- 
ment. 

--There  were  no  clear  and  formalized  criteria  and  guide- 
lines setting  forth  the  conditions  and  circumstances 
which  could  necessitate  issuance  of  a  special  warning 

— State  had  no  written  internal  instructions  or  guide- 
lines clarifying  specific  roles  and  responsibilities 
regarding  special  warnings  and  the  procedures  to  be 
followed  in  issuing  special  warnings. 

Furthermore,  the  current  navigational  warning  system 
does  not  insure  the  timely  receipt  of  information  by  U.S. 
mariners  because  they  are  not  required  to  monitor  any  of 
the  twice  daily  hydrographic  broadcasts  nor  to  acknowledge 
receipt  of  special  warnings. 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

The  State  Department  agreed  that  the  responsibility 
for  issuing  special  warnings  had  not  been  formalized.   In 
commenting  on  the  matter  of  internal  guidelines  and  in- 
structions, State  cited  the  February  1972  internal  memoran- 
dum discussed  on  page  4  but  acknowledged  that  it  was  not 
possible  to  determine  whether  the  memorandum  was  definitive 
enough  in  its  instructions. 
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CHAPTER  2 

ISSUANCE  OF  SPECIAL  WARNING  45 

At  about  3:18  a.m.  1/  on  May  12,  1975,  the  S.S.  Mayaguez 
was  fired  on  and  boarded  by  Cambodian  armed  forces  approxi- 
mately 6-1/2  nautical  miles  from  the  Cambodian  island  of 
Poulo  Wai.   The  ship's  radio  officer  sent  several  mayday 
calls,  which  gave  the  vessel's  position  and  stated  that  it 
was  proceeding  to  an  unknown  Cambodian  port.   The  mayday 
was  picked  up  locally,  and  a  message  about  the  seizure  was 
received  in  the  Washington,  D.C.,'  area  at  approximately  5:12 
a.m.   More  than  19  hours  after  receipt  of  this  message  in 
Washington,  special  warning  45  advising  mariners  to  avoid 
the  area  of  seizure  was  broadcast.   The  warning  stated: 

"SHIPPING  IS  ADVISED  UNTIL  FURTHER  NOTICE  TO 
REMAIN  MORE  THAN  35  NAUTICAL  MILES  OFF  THE 
COAST  OF  CAMBODIA  AND  MORE  THAN  20  NAUTICAL 
MILES  OFF  THE  COAST  OF  VIETNAM  INCLUDING 
OFFLYING  ISLANDS.   RECENT  INCIDENTS  HAVE  BEEN 
REPORTED  OF  FIRING  ON,  STOPPING  AND  DETENTION 
OF  SHIPS  WITHIN  WATERS  CLAIMED  BY  CAMBODIA, 
PARTICULARLY  IN  VICINITY  OF  POULO  WAI  ISLAND. 
THIS  WARNING  IN  NO  WAY  SHOULD  BE  CONSTRUED 
AS  UNITED  STATES  RECOGNITION  OF  CAMBODIAN  OR 
VIETNAMESE  TERRITORIAL  SEA  CLAIMS  OR  AS  DE- 
ROGATION OF  THE  RIGHT  OF  INNOCENT  PASSAGE 
FOR  UNITED  STATES  FLAG  VESSELS,  OR  DEROGA- 
TION OF  THE  FREEDOM  OF  THE  HIGH  SEAS." 

At  the  time  the  Mayaguez  was  seized,  various  offices 
within  the  State  and  Defense  Departments  knew  of  prior 
incidents  in  which  Cambodian  forces  had  fired  on  or  de- 
tained merchant  vessels  of  other  nations.   However,  the 
offices  responsible  for  issuing  special  and  navigational 
warnings  were  not  informed,  and  U.S.  mariners  were  not 
alerted  to  the  potential  hazards  in  the  area  until  after 
the  Mayaguez  was  seized. 

RECEIPT  OF  INFORMATION  BY  STATE 

The  State  Department  maintains  two  24-hour-watch  cen- 
ters to  bring  substantive  matters  to  the  attention  of  ap- 
propriate State  officials  as  quickly  as  possible  and  to 
serve  as  liaison  with  operations  centers  of  other  Govern- 
ment agencies.   State's  Operations  Center  maintains  one 
watch  and  has  the  primary  responsibility  for  alerting  State 
officials  on  all  substantive  matters  coming  to  its  attention 


1/All  times  are  given  in  eastern  daylight  time, 
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except  intelligence  source  material.   State's  Bureau  of 
Intelligence  and  Research  (INR)  maintains  the  second  watch 
and  serves  as  State's  primary  link  with  the  U.S.  intelli- 
gence community.   The  INR  practice  was  to  alert  State  of- 
ficials outside  INR  only  on  intelligence  source  material. 

One  of  the  Mayaguez's  mayday  messages  was  received  by 
an  employee  of  an  oil  exploration  company  in  Indonesia  who 
informed  the  American  Embassy  in  Jakarta.   The  Embassy,  in 
turn,  informed  Washington  of  the  seizure  about  5:03  a.m. 
on  May  12,  1975,  in  a  CRITIC  (urgent  intelligence  informa- 
tion) message.   Messages  designated  CRITIC  are  routed 
through  the  intelligence  communications  network  directly  to 
the  National  Security  Agency  and  from  there  to  various  in- 
telligence activities.   The  INR  watch  received  Jakarta's 
initial  CRITIC  message  about  5:12  a.m. 

INR  instructions  provide  for  the  officer  on  duty  to 
immediately  inform  State's  Operations  Center  watch  officer 
of  all  incoming  CRITICS.   The  INR  watch  officer  erroneously 
assumed  that,  since  the  message  originated  from  a  U.S.  Em- 
bassy, the  Operations  Center  had  also  received  a  copy  and 
therefore  took  no  action.   In  accordance  with  standard  pro- 
cedures, the  National  Security  Agency  called  the  INR  watch 
about  5:20  a.m.  calling  its  attention  to  the  CRITIC  and  a 
followup  message.   However,  the  INR  watch  still  did  not 
alert  the  Operations  Center. 

The  National  Military  Command  Center  called  the  mili- 
tary representative  at  State's  Operations  Center  about 
6:00  a.m.  and  alerted  him  to  the  existence  of  the  CRITIC 
messages.   Since  the  Operations  Center  had  not  received 
them,  the  Command  Center  transmitted  them  via  long-distance 
xerography.   Upon  receiving  the  copies,  the  Operations 
Center  alerted  the  duty  officer  of  State's  Bureau  of  East 
Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs  at  6:15  a.m.  and  made  copies  of 
the  messages  available  for  early  morning  pickup  by  State's 
Offices  of  the  Secretary,  Executive  Secretariat,  Deputy 
Secretary,  Political  Affairs,  and  East  Asia.   According 
to  State,  the  item  was  also  included  in  the  telegraphic 
portion  of  the  Secretary's  morning  summary. 

The  East  Asia  bureau's  duty  officer,  in  turn,  alerted 
the  country  director  for  Cambodia  at  6:35  a.m.   The  coun- 
try director  was  unable  to  reach  his  counterpart  in  De- 
fense's International  Security  Affairs  office  immediately 
but  spoke  with  Defense  on  the  telephone  at  7:30  a.m.   Fol- 
lowing his  arrival  at  State,  the  country  director  briefed 
a  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  in  the  East  Asia  bureau  on  the 
CRITIC  messages.   This  official,  in  turn,  discussed  the 
matter  with  his  counterpart  at  Defense  and  briefed  the 
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principal  State  official  who  would  be  representing  East  Asic 
at  the  Secretary's  8:00  a.m.  staff  meeting. 

During  this  entire  process,  State's  Maritime  Affairs 
office  was  not  alerted  to  the  seizure  because  neither  the 
Operations  Center  nor  INR  had  been  previously  informed  that 
the  office  should  be  informed  of  such  matters. 

OFFICE  OF  MARITIME  AFFAIRS  NOTIFIED 

Officials  in  the  Maritime  Affairs  office  first  learned 
of  the  Mayaguez  seizure  about  9:15  a.m.  when  the  Cambodia 
country  director  called  to  inform  them  and  to  ask  for  cer- 
tain information  about  the  Mayaguez.   A  Maritime  Affairs 
official  called  a  local  office  of  Sea-Land  Service,  Inc., 
which  owned  the  vessel;  obtained  such  information  as  crew 
size,  type  of  cargo,  and  destination;  and  passed  it  to  the 
country  director.   At  that  time,  the  country  director  asked 
whether  any  warning  notice  had  been  sent  to  mariners,  since 
the  seizure  followed  two  previous  incidents  in  the  same 
general  area.   The  Maritime  Affairs  official  said  his  of- 
fice had  not  issued  a  warning  because  this  was  the  first 
notice  they  had  concerning  problems  off  the  Cambodian  coast, 

The  Maritime  Affairs  official  then  checked  with  per- 
sonnel at  DMAHC  between  9:00  and  10:00  a.m.  and  was  told 
that  DMAHC  had  not  issued  any  type  of  warning.   He  then 
discussed  the  matter  further  with  the  country  director, 
and  they  decided  that  the  Maritime  Affairs  office  should 
prepare  a  warning  message. 

DMAHC  AND  MILITARY  SEALIFT  COMMAND  NOTIFIED 

Officials  at  DMAHC  first  learned  of  the  Mayaguez 
seizure  when  a  Military  Sealift  Command  official  who  had 
previously  worked  at  DMAHC  called  about  9:00  a.m.  and  asked 
if  they  knew  of  the  seizure  and  whether  DMAHC  had  put  out 
a  warning.   The  Sealift  Command  official  was  told  that  the 
incident  was  in  the  nature  of  a  special  warning  and  was  re- 
ferred to  specific  individuals  in  the  Ocean  Affairs  Branch 
of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  (hereinafter  referred  to 
as  Naval  Operations)  and  State's  Maritime  Affairs  office. 

The  Military  Sealift  Command  first  learned  of  the 
seizure  at  7:15  a.m.,  when  an  officer  from  National  Mili- 
tary Command  Center  called  Sealift 's  Command  and  Control 
Center  and  said  the  Mayaguez  had  been  fired  on  and  boarded; 
however,  he  would  not  cite  the  information  source.   Prior 
to  this,  someone  from  the  National  Military  Command  Cen- 
ter had  called  the  Sealift  Command  at  5:30  a.m.  and  asked 
if  it  had  the  Mayaguez  on  time  charter  but  would  not  say 
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why  he  wanted  the  information.   As  previously  noted,  the 
Military  Sealift  Command  called  DMAHC  at  9:00  a.m.,  in- 
quiring about  putting  out  a  warning  to  mariners,  and  sub- 
sequently called  Ocean  Affairs  Branch. 

DEVELOPMENT  OF  SPECIAL  WARNING  TEXT 

Sometime  after  10:00  a.m.,  a  person  from  the  Maritime 
Affairs  office  called  Naval  Operations's  Ocean  Affairs 
Branch  and  asked  for  suggested  language  for  a  warning  mes- 
sage. The  caller  was  referred  to  an  official  at  DMAHC  who 
had  already  told  Ocean  Affairs  Branch  that  DMAHC  was  work- 
ing on  a  navigational  warning  message  draft. 

Prior  to  this,  DMAHC  had  checked  on  both  the  claimed 
ownership  of  Poulo  Wa i ,  near  where  the  seizure  occurred,  and 
on  territorial  sea  claims  of  Cambodia  and  Vietnam,   Based 
on  this  information,  DMAHC ' s  draft  message  advised  mariners 
to  stay  more  than  12  nautical  miles  off  the  coasts  of  Cam- 
bodia and  Vietnam,  including  offlying  islands.   According 
to  DMAHC,  the  draft  message  was  ready  by  10:30  a.m. --in  »* 
time  to  be  issued  as  a  HYDROPAC  on  the  12:30  p.m.  hydro- 
graphic  broadcast  if  DMAHC  were  to  have  been  advised  to  do 
so.   DMAHC  modeled  its  draft  message  after  the  wording 
used  in  special  warning  35. 

This  warning  advised  mariners  of  several  recent  ship 
detentions  by  the  Somali  Government  and  advised  them  to 
exercise  extreme  caution  in  waters  off  Somali.   The  warn- 
ing also  included  a  statement  that  it  should  not  be  con- 
strued as  U.S.  recognition  of  Somali's  12-mile  territorial 
sea  cla  im . 

A  Maritime  Affairs  official  called  DMAHC  between  11:00 
a.m.  and  noon  and  asked  for  its  thoughts  on  the  basic  mes- 
sage, and  DMAHC  provided  its  draft.   The  draft  text,  as 
then  written,  was  for  12  nautical  miles,  the  territorial 
limit  claimed  by  the  former  Cambodian  Government.   The 
Maritime  Affairs  official  then  discussed  the  text  with  the 
Cambodia  country  director,  and  it  was  decided  that  the  sug- 
gested distance  for  remaining  offshore  should  be  20  nau- 
tical miles,  which  would  provide  a  safety  factor  for  vessels 
sailing  through  the  area  and  leave  adequate  navigational 
room.   The  Maritime  Affairs  official  then  called  Naval 
Operation's  Ocean  Affairs  Branch,  read  the  draft  text, 
and  requested  the  necessary  Defense  Department  clearances. 
The  Maritime  Affairs  official  spoke  again  with  the  Cam- 
bodia country  director  who  suggested  they  hold  up  release 
of  the  message  until  they  knew  the  results  of  the  National 
Security  Council  meeting.   At  this  point  they  had  already 
missed  the  noon  hydrographic  broadcast. 
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Some  time  in   the  early  afternoon  of  May  12,  a  Maritime 
Affairs  official  cleared  the  message  with  the  National  Se- 
curity Council's  Interagency  Task  Force  on  the  Law  of  the 
Sea.   The  Task  Force  suggested  that  a  phrase  referring  to 
derogation  of  the  freedom  of  the  high  seas  be  added  to  the 
final  sentence  of  the  text.   The  Maritime  Affairs  official 
then  cleared  the  message  text  with  State's  Legal  Advisor 
office . 

At  about  4:30  p.m.,  the  Ocean  Affairs  Branch  informed 
the  Maritime  Affairs  office  that  it  had  learned  the  Cambo- 
dians were  apparently  making  exaggerated  territorial  sea 
claims,  and  it  suggested  staying  35  nautical  miles  off  the 
Cambodian  coast.   The  20  nautical  mile  limit  previously 
established  for  the  Vietnamese  coast  was  not  changed. 

By  6:30  p.m.,  the  final  drafting  and  clearances  had 
been  completed  and  at  that  time  the  Maritime  Affairs  offi- 
cial telephoned  DMAHC  and  read  the  message  text.   The  DMAHC 
official  typed  the  message,  verified  it  with  Maritime  Af- 
fairs, and  carried  it  to  the  Naval  Oceanographic  Office 
communications  center  1/  at  7:05  p.m.   The  center  trans- 
mitted the  message  about  9:27  p.m.  to  HYDROPAC  radio  sta- 
tions and  about  10:23  p.m.  to  HYDROLANT  stations.   This 
was  in  time  to  make  the  hydrographic  warning  broadcast  at 
about  12:30  a.m.  although  it  was  more  than  21  hours  after 
the  Mayaguez  was  seized.   State's  communications  center 
received  its  copy  of  the  HYDROLANT  message  about  10:25 
p.m.  (See  app.  III. ) 

PRIOR  INCIDENTS 

Following  the  Mayaguez  seizure,  numerous  allegations 
by  news  media  claimed  that  the  U.S.  Government  had  been 
aware  of  problems  encountered  by  merchant  vessels  off  the 
Cambodian  coast.   Particular  references  were  made  to  the 
firing  on  and  pursuit  of  a  South  Korean  vessel  and  the 
boarding  and  detention  of  a  Panamanian  vessel. 

These  particular  incidents  did  occur  and  certain  agen- 
cies within  the  U.S.  Government  did  know  of  them  before  the 
Mayaguez  seizure.   However,  the  information  was  not  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  Maritime  Affairs  office,  Ocean  Af- 
fairs Branch,  and  DMAHC,  which  have  key  roles  in  alerting 
mariners  to  political/military  hazards,  until  after  the 
Mayaguez  was  seized. 


1/The  communications  center  is  colocated  with  DMAHC  and 
processes  the  outgoing  messages  for  it  since  DMAHC  has 
no  communications  center. 


10 


is 


Korean  vessel 

On  Sunday,  May  4,  1975,  at  6:00  a.m.,  State's  Operations 
Center  received  a  phone  call  from  the  American  Embassy  in 
Korea  inquiring  about  a  Defense  Department  report  concerning 
the  possible  capture  of  a  South  Korean  vessel  by  a  Communist 
ship.   The  Embassy  had  received  a  telephone  call  from  a 
Korean  Government  official  asking  for  U.S.  Government  assist- 
ance in  rescuing  the  vessel.   The  Embassy  asked  that  State's 
Korea  country  director  be  alerted  to  the  situation. 

The  Operations  Center  called  the  country  director  at 
9:20  a.m.,  and  he  in  turn  alerted  a  principal  official  of 
State's  East  Asia  Bureau.   At  about  12:17  p.m.,  the  Operations 
Center  learned  through  military  channels  that  the  Korean  ship 
had  escaped  the  pursuing  vessel  and  was  apparently  headed  for 
a  different  port  and,  therefore,  the  case  was  considered  closed 

At  the  time  of  this  incident,  State's  Operations  Center 
had  not  been  instructed  to  alert  the  Maritime  Affairs  office 
concerning  such  events.   Nor  was  the  Korea  country  director 
aware  of  the  Maritime  Affairs  office's  responsibility  for 
issuing  special  warnings  to  mariners  and,  therefore,  of  its 
implicit  need  to  receive  information  on  political/military 
hazards  affecting  U.S.  mariners. 

On  May  5  the  Foreign  Broadcast  Information  Service  wire 
service  carried  a  report  about  the  shelling  by  what  was  ap- 
parently a  Communist  boat.   This  information  was  received  by 
the  Operations  Center  but  was  not  made  available  to  the  Mari- 
time Affairs  office.   State  told  us  that  the  information  was 
reported  in  the  INR  afternoon  summary  on  May  5,  but  Maritime 
Affairs  was  not  briefed  because  INR  was  not  aware  of  Maritime 
Affairs'  responsibility  for  issuing  special  warnings. 

Panamanian  vessel 

On  May  7  a  Panamanian  vessel  en  route  to  Thailand  from 
Singapore  was  seized  by  Cambodian  Communists  and,  according 
to  public  news  accounts,  was  released  about  36  hours  later. 
This  information  was  available  within  the  U.S.  intelligence 
community  but  apparently  was  not  made  available  to  the  Mari- 
time Affairs  office  and  DMAHC  until  after  the  Mayaguez  sei- 
zure. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The  decision  to  issue  a  warning  to  U.S.  mariners  con- 
cerning political/military  hazards  at  sea  is,  to  a  large 
extent,  a  matter  of  judgment  on  the  part  of  responsible 
officials  in  the  State  Department  and  in  Naval  Operations. 
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Such  a  decision  depends  on  the  timely  availability  of  all 
relevant  information  pertaining  to  the  situation.   We  be- 
lieve that,  if  the  offices  responsible  for  issuing  naviga- 
tional and  special  warnings  to  U.S.  mariners  had  known  of 
the  prior  incidents  and  the  seriousness  of  those  incidents, 
some  type  of  warning  would  have  been  issued  before  the 
Mayaguez  seizure. 

We  believe  that,  given  the  responsibilities  associated 
with  issuing  a  special  warning  as  discussed  in  chapter  1, 
the  State  Department  should  have  responded  in  a  more  timely 
manner  by  issuing  a  navigational  or  special  warning  on  the 
May  12  12:30  p.m.  hydographic  broadcast  rather  than  12  hours 
later.   As  the  situation  became  more  clearly  understood, 
State  could  have  followed  its  initial  warning  or  alert  with 
more  specific  information. 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

State  Department  agrees  that,  if  the  appropriate  re- 
sponsible offices  had  known  of  the  prior  incidents,  some 
type  of  warning  would  have  been  issued  before  the  Mayaguez 
was  seized. 

Regarding  the  timeliness  of  issuing  a  warning  following 
the  seizure,  State  said  the  need  to  clear  and  coordinate  the 
special  warning  with  agencies  involved,  including  the  highest 
levels  of  the  National  Security  Council,  precluded  its  is- 
suance on  the  12:30  p.m.  May  12  hydrographic  broadcast.   Un- 
doubtedly certain  clearance  procedures  are  necessary  before 
issuing  a  special  warning,  but  we  believe  State's  position 
further  supports  our  conclusion  that  some  type  of  advisory 
warning  should  have  been  issued  on  the  12:30  p.m.  broadcast. 
Following  this,  there  was  ample  opportunity  to  broadcast 
additional  information  as  the  situation  clarified  itself. 
In  addition,  we  have  no  evidence  that  they  cleared  the  spe- 
cial warning  with  the  highest  levels  of  the  National  Security 
Council  or  that  it  was  necessary  to  do  so. 
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CHAPTER_3 
ACTIONS  TO  IMPROVE  WARNING 
SYSTEM  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Following  the  Mayaguez  seizure,  the  U.S.  intelligence 
community  established  an  interagency  committee  to  identify 
procedural  improvements  to  insure  the  timely  dissemination 
of  special  warning  information  to  U.S.  merchant  vessels. 
Agencies  represented  on  the  committee  included  Navy's  Office 
of  Naval  Operations  and  Military  Sealift  Command;  Defense 
Mapping  Agency,  including  headquarters  and  DMAHC  personnel; 
Maritime  Administration;  the  Central  Intelligence,  Defense 
Intelligence,  and  National  Security  Agencies;  and  intelli- 
gence activities  of  the  Navy  and  State  Departments.   As  a 
result  of  this  committee's  work,  DMAHC  said  it  will  imple- 
ment the  following  procedural  improvements  in  broadcasts 
of  future  special  warnings. 

--Increase  broadcast  time  from  twice  on  1  day  to 
twice  a  day  for  3  days. 

— Broadcast  the  special  warning  at  the  first  of  each 
hydrographic  broadcast. 

— At  the  time  the  warning  is  issued,  it  will  also  be 
transmitted  to  U.S.  steamship  companies.   This  will 
alert  shipowners  so  they  can  also  notify  their  ships 
if  they  desire  to. 

— Maritime  Administration  will  be  notified  when  a 
special  warning  is  issued. 

Additional  changes  are  discussed  below. 

STATE  DEPARTMENT 

At  the  time  the  Mayaguez  was  seized,  State  had  no  pro- 
cedures for  alerting  the  Maritime  Affairs  office  concerning 
incidents  which  could  necessitate  issuing  a  special  warning 
to  U.S.  mariners.   The  Maritime  Affairs  office  has  now  in- 
formed State's  Operations  Center  and  geographic  bureaus  about 
the  types  of  situations  that  the  Operations  Center  should 
bring  to  Maritime  Affairs  attention,  including: 

— Outbreak  of  hostilities  involving  any  nation  with  a 
coastl ine . 
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— Any  reports  of  hostile  actions  against  the  military 
or  civil  shipping  of  any  nation  when  it  appears  that 
the  shipping  was  on  the  high  seas  or  engaging  in 
innocent  passage  through  territorial  waters  at  the 
time  it  became  the  victim  of  hostile  action. 

— Any  announcements  or  pronouncements  by  a  foreign 
government  that  it  has  changed  the  extent  of  its 
territorial  sea  or  intends  to  increase  the  defense 
of  its  sovereignty  inside  its  declared  territorial 
waters. 

Following  receipt  of  this  criteria,  the  Operations 
Center  and,  according  to  State,  INR  prepared  a  watch  instruc- 
tion informing  their  watch  officers  of  the  need  to  alert  the 
Maritime  Affairs  office  to  the  above  types  of  incidents. 

As  noted  in  chapter  2,  the  initial  information  regard- 
ing seizure  of  the  Mayaguez  was  provided  to  various  Govern- 
ment intelligence  agencies  and  activities,  including  State, 
in  CRITIC  messages.   Because  of  a  misunderstanding  by 
State's  INR  watch,  the  information  was  not  immediately  made 
available  to  the  Operations  Center.   According  to  State,  all 
future  CRITIC  messages  will  be  immediately  exchanged  between 
State's  INR  watch  and  its  Operations  Center.   The  duty  offi- 
cers of  each  will  then  consult  on  the  further  alerting  of 
State  officials.   The  Operations  Center  and,  according  to 
State,  INR  have  in  turn  issued  watch  instructions  which  pro- 
vide for  alerting  the  Maritime  Affairs  office  to  substantive 
CRITICS  op  other  reports  which  suggest  a  Mayaguez-type  affair; 
i.e.,  incidents  at  sea  having  political  overtones. 

State  Department  said  in  commenting  on  recommendations 
made  in  a  draft  of  this  report,  that  internal  guidelines 
covering  special  warnings  have  been  issued.   The  guidelines 
provide  for  recommending  that  DMAHC  issue  a  navigational 
warning  if  a  particular  situation  does  not  merit  a  special 
warning.   These  guidelines  were  developed  in  October  1975 
by  State's  Maritime  Affairs  office  and  provided  to  State's 
Operations  Center  and  to  INR.   (See  pp.  42  to  44.) 

These  guidelines  represent  a  step  in  developing  inter- 
nal procedures  for  issuing  special  warnings.   They  do  not, 
however,  set  forth  clearly  the  procedures  to  be  followed 
by  the  Maritime  Affairs  office  in  issuing  special  warnings. 
The  guidelines  were  not  directed  to  State  Department's  re- 
gional bureaus,  nor  do  they  address  the  responsibilities 
such  offices  may  have  in  keeping  the  Maritime  Affairs  office 
adequately  informed  of  political/military  matters  affect- 
ing U.S.  shipping  and  foreign  maritime  policy. 
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MARITIME  ADM :         ION 

The  establishment  of  the  U.S.  Flaq  Merchant  Vessel  Lo- 
cator Piling  System,  although  not  a  direct  outgrowth  of  the 
Mayaguez  seizure,  was  announced  by  the  Maritime  Administra- 
tion on  August  8,  1975.   The  idea  of  the  locator  system 
started  taking  shape  in  late  1973,  and  it  became  effective 
November  1,  1975.   The  purpose  of  the  locator  system  is  to 
keep  national  agencies  and  certain  military  authorities  in- 
formed of  arrivals,  departures,  and  locations  of  U.S. -flag 
merchant  vessels  throughout  the  world. 

The  locator  system  applies  to  U.S.  merchant  vessels  of 
1,000  or  more  gross  registered  tons  engaged  in  foreign  com- 
merce of  the  United  States  and  not  operating  under  control 
of  the  Military  Sealift  Command.   These  vessels  are  required 
to  submit  reports  upon  departure  and  arrival  at  all  ports 
and  every  48  hours  while  at  sea.   Reporting  vessels  have 
direct  access  to  Navy  and  Coast  Guard  communications 
facilities,  and  no  charge  is  applied  to  locator  system 
messages.   The  receiving  facilities  in  turn  transmit  the 
reports  to  the  Naval  Ocean  Surveillance  Information  Center. 

According  to  the  Maritime  Administration,  the  U.S.  Flag 
Merchant  Vessel  Locator  Filing  System  reporting  mechanism 
should  provide  a  more  positive  accounting  of  U.S. -flag 
merchant  vessels  engaged  in  commerce  and  allow  more  positive 
action  in  crises. 

Maritime  satellite  system 

A  commercial  maritime  communications  satellite  system 
is  being  established.   The  system  will  include  communica- 
tions satellites  stationed  over  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific 
Oceans;  shipboard  terminals  comprised  of  such  equipment  as 
an  antenna  equipped  with  automatic  steering  to  keep  it 
locked  on  the  satellite  at  all  times,  a  console  with  com- 
munications and  control  eauipment,  and  a  teleprinter  and 
telephone;  and  shore  stations  on  U.S.  east  and  west  coasts 
to  operate  with  the  system.   According  to  the  Maritime  Ad- 
ministration, the  system  will  be  capable  of  providing  high- 
quality  commercial  teletype,  data,  and  voice  communications 
via  satellites  24  hours  a  day  to  ships  and  offshore  facili- 
ties.  It  was  expected  that  the  Atlantic  satellite  would  be 
fully  operational  by  the  end  of  1975  and  the  Pacific  satel- 
lite by  mid-1976. 

At  least  one  large  international  oil  company  has  leased 
several  shipboard  terminals  to  provide  communications  with 
its  tankers  while  at  sea.   The  Maritime  Administration  has 
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leased  six  terminals,  to  be  installed  aboard  six  U.S. -flag 
merchant  vessels  as  part  of  a  cooperative  cost-sharing 
program  between  the  Administration  and  the  vessel  owners. 
Maritime  officials  estimate  it  will  be  10  to  15  years  before 
the  satellite  communications  capability  of  the  merchant  fleet 
becomes  widespread.   Basic  problems  revolve  around  convinc- 
ing merchant  mariners  of  the  need  to  upgrade  their  communi- 
cations capabilities  and  determining  how  the  sophisticated 
equipment  and  additional  personnel  required  onboard  the 
ships  will  be  paid  for. 

Selective  calling  system 

Various  international  groups  have  been  working  on  the 
development  of  an  adequate  and  standardized  maritime  selec- 
tive calling  system  for  a  number  of  years.   In  1972,  U.S.- 
flag  shipping  companies  asked  the  Maritime  Administration 
to  use  its  resources  to  coordinate  and  initiate  the  develop- 
ment of  a  selective  calling  system  to  meet  current  and  fu- 
ture needs  of  the  industry. 

Upon  installation  of  equipment  both  on  ship  and  at  shore 
facilities  (including  commercial  and  selected  Coast  Guard 
radio  stations),  the  system  will,  according  to  the  Maritime 
Administration,  allow  shore-based  radio  stations  to  selec- 
tively alert  ships  which  are  in  potentially  dangerous  areas. 
This  is  accomplished  by  attaching  a  selective  calling  unit  to 
the  ship's  high-frequency  radio  receiver  which  is  preset  to 
prescribed  frequencies.   A  signal  from  a  shore  radio  station 
on  the  ship's  assigned  frequency  will  set  off  an  alarm  on  the 
ship.   Since  radio  receivers  on  merchant  ships  are  not  con- 
tinually manned,  the  alarm  will  serve  to  alert  the  vessel's 
captain  or  radioman  to  an  important  incoming  message. 

The  Military  Sealift  Command  is  planning  to  install 
63  selective  call  units  on  ships  which  it  owns,  and  the 
Maritime  Administration  plans  to  assist  in  installing  about 
100  units  in  shore  facilities  and  U.S.  merchant  vessels. 
According  to  the  Maritime  Administration,  the  cost  of  each 
unit,  about  $4,000  plus  installation  costs  and  costs  of  up- 
grading communication  equipment  to  interface  with  the  sys- 
tem, may  serve  to  slow  universal  adoption  of  the  system. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Some  actions  have  been  initiated  to  identify  and  correct 
weaknesses  in  the  warning  system.   However,  because  of  the 
infreguency  of  special  warnings  and  personnel  changes,  we 
believe  there  is  a  need  to  further  institutionalize  and  for- 
malize the  system  to  insure  its  future  effectiveness.   We 
recommend,  therefore,  that  the  Secretary  of  State: 
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— Delegate  specific  responsibility  for  issuing  special 
warnings  to  the  Maritime  Affairs  office. 

--Insure  that  internal  guidelines  are  further  developed 
to  set  forth  specific  procedures  to  be  followed  by 
Maritime  Affairs  in  issuing  or  clearinq  for  issuance 
special  warnings. 

--Insure  that  State's  regional  bureaus  have  a  clear 
understanding  of  their  responsibilities  in  promptly 
informing  Maritime  Affairs  of  political/military 
events  affecting  U.S.  shipping  and  foreign  maritime 
pol icy. 

--Insure  that  the  Bureau  for  Intelligence  and  Research 
keeps  Maritime  Affairs  fully  apprised  of  all  intelli- 
gence source  material  affecting  U.S.  shipping. 

--Enter  into  formal  interagency  agreements  which  set 
forth  responsibilities  together  with  the  criteria  and 
guidel ines. 

--Direct  that  the  next  available  hydrographic  broadcast, 
after  learning  of  political/military  incidents  affect- 
ing U.S.  shipping,  be  used  to  alert  mariners  of  poten- 
tial hazards.  If  necessary,  this  initial  alert  could 
be  followed  by  more  specific  language  as  the  situation 
becomes  clarified. 

In  addition,  we  recommend  that  the  Secretary  of  State 
and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  jointly  encourage  U.S.  steam- 
ship owners/operators  to: 

— Require  their  vessels  to  monitor  at  least  one  U.S. 
hydrographic  broadcast  each  day. 

— Supplement  the  broadcast  of  a  U.S.  special  warning  by 
transmitting  the  warning  to  their  vessels  which  may 
be  near  the  critical  area. 

AGENCY  COMMENTS  AND  ACTIONS 

In  addition  to  the  previously  discussed  changes,  State 
Department  said  it  is  also  considering  the  possibility  of 
distributing  to  all  diplomatic  posts  a  standard  operating 
procedure  for  informing  it  of  situations  that  may  necessitate 
the  issuance  of  a  special  warning.   We  agree  that  this  should 
be  done. 
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State  agrees  that  its  Bureau  for  Intelligence  and  Re- 
search should  keep  the  Maritime  Affairs  office  apprised  of 
all  intelligence  material  affecting  U.S.  shipping.  Both  INR 
and  the  Operations  Center  have  developed  internal  instruc- 
tions to  insure  that  such  intelligence  material  is  brought 
to  Maritime  Affairs  attention. 

State  and  Defense  Departments  agree  that  there  should 
be  interagency  agreements  which  set  forth  responsibilities, 
together  with  criteria  and  guidelines.   State  said  it  had 
initiated  the  formalization  of  such  an  agreement  with  members 
of  the  National  Security  Council  staff. 

State  said  that  it  would  incorporate  our  recommendation 
on  using  the  next  available  hydrographic  broadcast,  after  it 
learns  of  political/military  incidents  affecting  U.S.  ship- 
ping, as  part  of  its  standard  operating  procedures  for  issu- 
ing special  warnings. 

The  State  Department  said  that  our  recommendations  in- 
volving U.S.  steamship  owners/operators  were  well  taken,  but 
it  believes  such  actions  fall  within  the  purview  of  the  two 
Government  agencies  most  closely  associated  with  their 
implementation — DMAHC  and  the  Department  of  Commerce  (Mari- 
time Administration).   We  believe,  however,  that  because  of 
State's  interest  in  the  foreign  maritime  policy  implications 
of  U.S.  shipping,  it  should  play  an  active  role  in  encouraging 
the  steamship  companies  to  implement  the  suggested  measures. 

Commerce  Department  agrees  that  the  Secretaries  of 
State  and  Commerce  should  jointly  encourage  U.S. -flag 
steamship  operators  to  require  their  vessels  to  monitor  at 
least  one  U.S.  hydrographic  broadcast  each  day.   It  said  the 
Maritime  Administration  will  take  steps  to  call  the  atten- 
tion of  all  U.S. -flag  steamship  operators  to  the  need  of 
copying  radio  navigational  warning  messages. 

Commerce  recognizes  that  the  effectiveness  of  dissemi- 
nating special  warnings  requires  validation  of  their  receipt. 
Future  special  warnings  will,  therefore,  include  the  request 
that  U.S. -flag  merchant  ships  in  the  general  area  of  the  in- 
cident acknowledge  to  DMAHC  receipt  of  the  special  warning. 
Since  the  Maritime  Administration  has  already  asked  opera- 
tors of  U.S. -flag  merchant  ships  to  cooperate  by  having  their 
vessels  honor  the  request,  we  are  no  longer  making  a  specific 
recommendation  on  this  matter. 
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Commerce  has  also  suggested  that,  since  the  Maritime 
Administration  has  a  specific  interest  in  pol ict ical /mi  1 1 tary 
incidents  which  could  affect  U.S.  shipping,  it  should  be  im- 
mediately notified  by  State's  INR  of  any  incident  that  would 
be  normally  reported  to  Maritime  Affairs. 

State  and  Commerce  comments  on  our  conclusions  and  rec- 
ommendations are  included  on  pages  35  to  39  and  46  to  48, 
respect  ively. 
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APPENDIX    II  APPENDIX    II 

LIST   Of    SPECIAL   WAMIHGS    TO. U.S.    MARINERS 

1948    to    1975 

Warning 
nu«txr     Issued     Canceled  Subject 

45  update    6  14/75  Hostile  activities  between  Khmer  and  Vietnamese 

air  and  sjface  forces  have  been  noted  In  the 
vicinity  of  Poulo  Wa  l  and  other  nearby  lalanda. 

45  5/12/75  Shipping  to  regain  More  than  35  nautical  miles 

from  Cambodia  and  More  than  20  nautical  allea 
from  Vietnam  due  to  recent  incldenta  reported 
concerning  the  firing  on,  stopping,  and  deten- 
tion of  ships  within  waters  claimed  by  Caabodia. 

44  12/17/73  Supersedes  and  cancels  special  warning  41  whereby 

departments  of  Commerce  and  Tr anapor tat  ion  per- 
mit U.S.  carriers  to  call  at  People's  Republic 
of  China  but  does  not  change  the  prohibition 
against  calling  at  other  Communist  ports  in  North 
Korea  or  Communist-controlled  areas  of  Vietnam. 

43  8/  8/72    12/12/74    Reminder  that  special  warninq  42  is  still  In 

effect  and  repeats  the  subject  matter. 

42  5/  8/72    12/12/74    Ports  of  North  Vietnam  mined  and  will  activate 

on  Hay  11,  1972.   Entry  at  own  risk.   U.S.  and 
South  Vietnam  will  take  measures  to  stop  all  sea- 
borne supplies  to  North  Vietnam. 

41  2/17/72    12/17/73    U.S.  ships  and  aircraft  may  not  enter  any  ports 

of  China,  North  Korea,  or  Communist  areas  of 
Vietnam.   This  supersedes  and  cancels  special 
warning  19. 

40  12/10/71    12/12/72    The  Pakistan  Government  announced  that  all  mer- 

chant ships  entering  Pakistani  ports  should  ex- 
hibit navigational  lights  to  avoid  collision,  and 
specified  other  lighting  procedures  listed  in  the 
special  warning. 

This  is  a  supplemental  warning  and  does  not  in 
any  way  change  special  warnings  37,  38,  and  39. 

39         12/  9/71    12/12/72    Neutral  ships  may  be  subject  to  visit  and  search 

on  the  high  seas  or  in  port  of  either  India  or 
Pakistan.   India  and  Pakistan  institute  contra- 
band procedures.   This  special  warning  includes 
lists  of  each  country's  items  of  contraband. 

38  12/  8/71    12/12/72    Merchant  ships  in  Bay  of  Bengal  and  Arabian  Sea 

will  be  unable  to  communicate  with  Indian  ports 
by  radio.   Ships  destined  for  Indian  ports  should 
give  itinerary  to  closest  Indian  Mission,  Embassy, 
or  consulate  in  the  country  of  last  port  of  call 
before  proceeding  to  India. 

37  12/  4/71    12/12/72    State  of  war  between  India  and  Pakistan.   India 

has  contraband  procedures  "on  supplies  intended 
for  Pakistani  ports,  which  could  help  in  the  pro- 
secution of  war  against  it."   Ports  in  East  Pakistan 
occupied  by  West  Pakistan  have  been  blocked. 
Indian  attacks  on  Pakistani  merchant  ships.   Two 
ships  heavily  damaged. 
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Warning 

number      Issued 


7/29/7] 


7/20/71     7/29/71 


Subject 

Same  warning  as  35,  except  the  wording  "or  as 
derogration  of  the  right  of  innocent  passage  for 
U.S.  ships"  was  added.   This  special  warning 
cancels  and  supersedes  special  warning  35. 

Several  recent  incidents  of  ship  detentions  by 
Somali  Government.   Extreme  caution  to  be  used  in 
waters  off  Somalia,  which  claims  a  12-mile  terri- 
torial sea. 


11/20/62    11/20/62 


10/27/62    11/20/62 


Quarantine  established  pursuant  to  Presidential 
proclamation  of  October  23  is  terminated.  This 
cancels  special  warnings  30,  31,  32,  and  33. 

In  connection  with  quarantine  of  Oct.  23,  a 
clearance  system  has  been  instituted  "clearcert" 
to  avoid  unnecessary  shipping  delays.   Applies 
to  ships  going  to  foreign  ports  and  foreign  ships 
going  to  Cuban  ports  with  no  offensive  weapons 
or  associated  material. 


10/25/62    11/20/62 


In  connection  with  October  23  quarantine,  use  of 
international  submarine  identification  procedures 
will  be  in  effect  in  the  waters  near  Cuba. 


30 


10/25/62    11/20/62 


10/24/62    11/20/62 


Reference  special  warning  30.   The  prohibition 
of  surface-to-surface  missiles  includes  propel- 
lants  and  chemical  compounds  capable  of  being  used 
to  power  missiles. 

Reactions  to  quarantine  of  offensive  military 
equipment  may  make  windward  passage  of  Yucatan 
channel  and  Florida  Straits  dangerous.   Alternate 
routes  specified. 

Embargo  effective  Feb.  7,  1962,  on  all  importa- 
tion from  Cuba  and  Treasury  licenses  to  authorize 
importation  of  Cuban  goods  will  not  normally  be 
issued. 


28 

3/16/60 

3/16/60 

27 

11/  3/58 

11/  3/58 

26 

7/15/58 

11/  3/58 

6/  7/57     3/16/60 


Cancels  special  warning  25  and  this  order. 

Cancels  special  warning  26  and  this  order. 

Lebanese  Government  requested  U.S.  military  aid 
in  restoring  order  in  Lebanon.   U.S.  aircraft  and 
warships  will  commence  intensive  operations  to 
a  distance  of  150  miles  seaward.   Ships  in  this 
area  should  adhere  closely  to  standard  recognition 
procedures. 

Cuban  authorities  advise  navigation  in  Cuban 
waters  is  now  under  Cuban  naval  control  from 
Santiago  west  to  Pilon.   All  navigation  there 
must  be  cleared  by  Commander,  Naval  District, 
Oriente,  Cuba. 


10/19/55 


Israel  announced  that,  as  of  Sept.  11,  1955,  the 
maritime  frontier  of  Israel  is  a  distance  of 
6  miles  from  the  coast  at  the  low  waterline  along 
with  the  above  airspace. 
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Warning 
number  leaued  Canceled 


5/10/55 

12/21/54  12/28/54 

11/  4/52  11/  4/52 

10/  3/52  11/  4/52 

12/22/50  2/17/72 


7/  4/50  12/28/54 

4/17/50  10/  3/52 

2/10/50  10/  3/52 

12/29/49  10/  3/52 

12/17/49  10/  3/52 

11/14/49  10/  3/52 

10  6/49  11/  4/52 

6/24/49  10/  3/52 

5/27/49  5/27/49 

12/31/48  10/22/49 


Subject 

Dut  to  repeated  attack*  on  offahore  lalanda  near 
the  China  aalnland,  but  which  belong  to  Taiwan, 
defensive  mine  flelda  have  been  laid  In  the  terri- 
torial watera  of  auch  lalanda. 

Naval  blockade  of  Korean  coaat  suspended  by 
Article  15  of  Armistice  Agreement.  Cancela 
special  warning  18  and  thia  warning. 

Cancela  apeclal  warning  20. 

Cancela  apeclal  warninga  8  and  17j  11,  13,  14, 
15,  and  16  are  superseded  by  apeclal  warning  19. 

Secretary  of  Comsterce  announced  that  no  aircraft 
or  ahlp  registered  In  the  U.S.  ehall  enter  any 
Chlneee  Coauiunlat  port  or  any  other  place  under 
their  control.   Any  cargo  headed  for  auch  porta 
ahall  be  returned  to  port  of  origin  or  to  U.S. 
or  Japaneae  territories. 

Naval  blockade  of  Korean  coaat  ordered  by  U.S. 
Prealdent  . 

Egyptian  Government  announces  Alexandria  harbor 
closed  frosi  sunset  to  sunrise.   Ships  entering 
Egyptian  territorial  waters  during  such  time  say 
be  fired  upon.   Special  warning  2  canceled. 

Chinese  Government  announces  that  effective  Feb.  12, 
1950,  certain  special  territorial  waters  will  be 
closed  temporarily. 

Chinese  Government  announces  the  mining  of  the 
approachea  to  the  Yangtze  River  and  Shanghai.   No 
channel  has  been  left  free  of  danger. 

U.S. -flag  ahip  Sir  John  Pranklin  waa  fired  upon 
by  2  Chinese  vessels  while  approaching  Port  of 
Shanghai.   This  is  now  rendered  to  be  an  extremely 
hazardous  area  to  shipping.   American  lives  end 
property  should  not  be  exposed  to  such  risks. 

Chinese  Government  announces  that  certain  specified 
territorial  waters  and  some  specified  ports  will 
be  temporarily  closed  effective  Nov.  7,  1949. 

Special  warnings  1,  2,  8,  11,  and  12  remain  in 
effect.   Warnings  4,  5,  6,  snd  7  are  canceled. 

Chinese  Government  announced  on  June  20,  1949, 
that  effective  June  25,  certain  specified  terri- 
torial waters  will  be  closed  temporarily  and  that 
vessel  entry  will  be  strictly  forbidden;  other- 
wise prompt  action  will  be  taken.   Also  5  previ- 
ously open  ports  are  now  closed. 

Cancels  special  warning  3  and  this  message  after 
action.   Lebanese  Government  has  canceled  restric- 
t  ions  . 


Greek  Government  announced  S-mile  shipping  limit 
along  certain  sections  of  the  coast.   Ships  will  I 
stopped  and  if  there  is  resistance  will  be  sunk. 
Passenger  vessels  on  regular  routes  are  excepted. 
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Warning 
number    Issued 


7/13/48    10/  3/52 


5/28/48    10/  6/49 


5/28/48 
5/27/48 


10/  6/49 
10/  6/49 


5/27/48    10/  6/49 


5/27/49 


5/27/48 


5/27/48 


Subject 

Navigational  lights  along  Palestine  coast  may  be 
extinguished  without  warning.   Vessels  are  cau- 
tioned accordingly. 

Reference  special  warning  5.   The  U.S.  protests 
the  action  of  the  Syrian  Government  in  attempting 
to  prohibit  the  freedom  of  navigation  of  the  high 
seas  of  the  Mediterranean.   The  U.S.  does  not  rec- 
ognize these  actions. 

Reference  special  warning  4.   Same  message  as  in 
7,  but  applies  to  Egypt. 

Government  of  Syria  proclaimed  blockade  of  regional 
waters  of  Palestine,  stating  that  foreign  ships 
shall  avoid  exposure  to  dangers  resulting  from 
engagement  of  Arab  forces  in  disciplinary  opera- 
tions against  the  Zionists. 

Egyptian  Government  announced  dangers  exist  for 
all  ships  approaching  Palestine  coast  because 
of  exposure  to  measures  Egypt  is  taking  to  insure 
security  of  its  troops  in  Palestine. 

Lebanese  Government  announces  that  effective  May  16, 
1948,  use  of  territorial  waters  "within  6  miles 
from  coast"  is  prohibited  from  sunrise  to  sunset. 
Use  is  prohibited  entirely  from  Tyre  to  Ras  Nakura. 

Egyptian  Government  announces  Alexandria  harbor 
and  all  territorial  waters  closed  as  of  May  19, 
1948,  from. sunrise  to  sunset.   Specific  naviga- 
tional instructions  given  as  to  how  to  enter  the 
harbor  and  identification  procedures. 

Reintroduction  of  special  warning  series  because 
need  exists  to  disseminate  general  interest  informa- 
tion.  This  is  in  addition  to  regular  navigational 
warnings. 
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CHROMOLOGY  Of  EVENTS  LEADING  TO  ISS. I 
Of  SPECIAL  WARHING  45 


5/  2/75   not  available   Thai  fishing  boata   Stvm  Thai  fishing  boata  with 

27  (lihtntn  war*  aelxad  and  latac 
releaaed  by  Khaer  Coaaunlste. 

5/  4/75   not  available   South  Korean        A  South  Korean  freighter  waa  fired 
freighter  upon  by  Khaer  Coaumsta  but  ea- 

caped  capture. 

5/  7/75   not  available   Panaaianlan  veaael    A  Panamanian  veaael  waa  detained 

but  releaaed  the  following  day  by 
Khaer  Coaaunlata. 

5/12/75   3il8  a.a.       Oil  exploration     A  repreaentatl ve  of  an  oil  ei- 
coapany  ploratlon  coapany  in  Jakarta, 

Indonesia,  received  a  aayday  call 
froa  the  Hayaguez  stating  "Have 
been  fired  upon  and  boarded  by 
Caabodlan  araed  forcea  at  9  de- 
grees 48  alnutes  north/102  degrees 
53  alnutes  east.   Ship  Is  being 
towed  to  unknown  Caabodlan  port.* 

4:00  a.a.       U.S.  Eabassy,        The  oil  exploration  coapany'a  rep- 

to  Jakarta  resentatlve  notified  the  U.S.  Ea- 

5:00  a.a.  bassy  In  Jakarta  after  losing 

radio  contact  with  the  Mayaguex. 

5:03  a.a.       U.S.  Eabassy,        U.S.  Eabassy  in  Jakarta  sent  an 

Jakarta  unclassified  CRITIC  aessage  to  the 

National  Security  Agency  in  Wash- 
ington, O.C.,  inforaing  it  of  the 
seizure  of  the  Hayaguez. 

5:07  a.a.      U.S.  Eabassy,       U.S.  Eabassy  in  Jakarta  sent  a 

Jakarta  followup  aessage  to  the  National 

Security  Agency  inforaing  it  that 
the  exploration  coapany'a  represen- 
tative waa  still  in  contact  with 
the  Hayaguez.   The  aessage  stated 
"Vessel  under  own  power.   follow- 
ing one  gunboat  to  Sihanouk vl 1 le . 
Proceeding  very  slow.   Ship  owned 
by  Sea  Land.   No  casualties.   Crew 
does  not  feel  to  be  in  iaaediate 
danger  .   Troops  on  board  do  not 
speak  English.   Crew  standing  by 
for  any  instructions.* 

5:12  a.a.       Intelligence         The  unclassified  CRITIC  aessage 
and  Research         from  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Jakarta 
Bureau  (INR),        was  received  by  INK'S  intelli- 
State  Departaent     gence  watch  but  was  not  passed  to 
State's  Operations  Center. 
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Principals 
involved 


5/12/75   5:17  a.m. 


Naval  Command  Sup- 
port Center 


Unclassified  CRITIC  message  re- 
ceived by  the  duty  captain  from 
the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Jakarta. 


5:30  a.m. 


Intelligence 
and  Research 
Bureau,  State 
Department 


Military  Sealift 
Command,  Defense 


The  National  Security  Agency 
called  the  INR  Watch  to  call  its 
attention  to  the  CRITIC  messages, 
but  INR  did  not  tell  State's 
Operations  Center  about  the  call. 

An  officer  on  the  staff  of  the 
National  Military  Command  Center 
(NMCC)  telephoned  the  Sealift 
Command  duty  officer  and  asked  him 
if  it  had  the  Mayaguez  on  time 
charter.   The  duty  officer  re- 
plied that  they  did  not,  and  pro- 
vided the  NMCC  officer  with  back- 
ground information  on  the  ship. 


Operations  Center, 
State  Department 


The  military  representative  in 
State '8  Operations  Center  received 
a  telephone  call  from  NMCC  alert- 
ing him  to  the  U.S.  Embassy  mes- 
sages.  Since  the  INR  watch  had 
not  provided  copies  of  the  mes- 
sages to  the  Operations  Center, 
NMCC  transmitted  copies  to  it. 


Operations  Center, 
State  Department 


Upon  receipt  of  the  copies  from 
NMCC,  the  Operations  Center 
alerted  the  East  Asia  Bureau's 
duty  officer. 


East  Asia  Bureau, 
State  Department 


Military  Sealift 
Command,  Defense 
Department 


East  Asia  Bureau's  duty  officer 
telephoned  the  country  director 
for  Cambodia  who  was  unable  to 
reach  his  counterpart  at  Defense. 

Military  Sealift 's  Command  and 
Control  Center  received  another 
telephone  call  from  NMCC  and  was 
told  that  the  Mayaguez  had  been 
fired  on  and  boarded.   The  caller 
declined  to  provide  the  source  of 
the  information  but  said  it  should 
be  taken  as  factual. 


7:30  a.m. 


Intelligence  and 
Research  Bureau, 
State  Department 


East  Asia  Bureau, 
State  Department 


The  INR  watch  officer  briefed  the 
Director  of  INR  preparatory  to  the 
Secretary's  8:00  a.m.  staff  meet- 
ing. 

East  Asia  Bureau's  country  direc- 
tor for  Cambodia  notified  one  of 
East  Asia  Bureai  's  deputy  assist- 
ant secretaries  of  the  incident. 
This  official,  in  turn,  discussed 
the  situation  with  the  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
International  Security  Affairs  and 
briefed  another  East  Asia  Bureau 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary. 
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TIM 

l«aittrn         Principal! 
Date      daylight  involved 

5/12/75   7:40  a.m.       The  Willi  House      The  President  was  informed  of  the 

seizure  of  the  Mayaquet. 

8:00  a.m.       State  Department     Secretary  of  State's  dally  staff 

aeetlnq  was  held. 

8:50-  Defense  Mapping      An  official  of  the  Military  III 

9:00  a.a.       Agency  Hydro-        lift  Coaaand'e  Cargo  Division 
graphic  Center       telephoned  a  DMAHC  official  to 
(DHAHC)  check  whether  any  warning  had  gone 

out  to  U.S.  Mariners.   The  offi- 
cial replied  that  none  had  gone 
out  and  that  this  was  his  first 
notification  of  the  incident.   He 
gave  the  Sealift  Command  official 
telephone  numbers  of  people  to 
contact:   those  of  Maritime  Af- 
fairs office  and  Naval  Operations, 
Ocean  Affairs  Branch. 

9:00  a. si.      Ocean  Affairs       The  DMAHC  official  telephoned  the 
Branch,  Naval        Ocean  Affairs  Branch  and  said  he 
Operations  had  just  received  a  call  froa  the 

Sealift  Coaaand  concerning  seizure 
of  a  U.S.  ship  off  the  coast  of 
Caabodia  and  asked  whether  a  spe- 
cial warning  would  be  issued.   The 
Ocean  Affairs  officer  said  he 
would  find  out  what  he  could  and 
get  back  to  him. 

9:15  a.a.       Maritiae  Affairs     State  Department's  Cambodia  coun- 
Office,  State        try  director  telephoned  an  offi- 
Departaent  cial  at  Maritime  Affairs  and  told 

him  of  the  seizure  of  the  Mayaguez 
and  asked  him  to  obtain  informa- 
tion on  the  vessel's  cargo. 

9:00  a.a.       Maritime  Affairs     An  official  in  Maritiae  Affairs 
to  Office,  State       talked  to  DMAHC  and  was  told  that 

10:00  a.a.       Department  no  warning  had  been  issued.   (The 

DMAHC  official  had  called  Maritiae 
Affairs  at  9:10  a.a.  but  line 
was  busy ) . 

9:50  a.a.       Ocean  Affairs       A  Military  Sealift  Coaaand  offi- 
Branch,  Naval        cial  telephoned  Ocean  Affairs  and 
Operations  asked  whether  some  type  of  warning 

was  going  to  be  issued.   The  Sea- 
lift Command  official  said  it 
planned  to  put  something  out  to 
their  ships. 

10:00  a.m.       DMAHC  An  Ocean  Affairs  officer  tele- 

phoned the  DMAHC  official  and 
provided  him  with  additional  in- 
formation on  the  seizure. 
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Time 

(eastern 

daylight) 


Date 
5/12/75      10:00    a 


Principals 
involved 

Maritime  Affairs 
Office,    State 
Department 


Event 

Shortly  after  10:00  a.m.  an  offi- 
cial in  the  Maritime  Affairs  of- 
fice called  the  Ocean  Affairs 
Branch  seeking  suggested  language 
for  a  warning  message  and  was 
referred  to  DMAHC. 


10:30  a.m. 


The  DMAHC  official  alerted  the 
Naval  Oceanographic  Office's  mes- 
sage center  that  DMAHC  would  prob- 
ably be  going  out  with  a  special 
warning  sometime  that  day. 

DMAHC  had  a  draft  warning  message 
ready  for  the  noon  hydrographic 
broadcast  in  the  event  it  would 
have  been  asked  to  issue  a 
HYDROPAC. 


11:00  a.m. 

to 
12:00  noon 


Maritime  Affairs 
Office,  State 
Department 


A  Maritime  Affairs  official  called 
DMAHC  to  obtain  its  thoughts  on  a 
proposed  message  and  was  given  the 
text  of  the  draft  warning  prepared 
by  DMAHC.   The  draft  text  was  dis- 
cussed with  State's  Cambodia  coun- 
try director,  and  it  was  decided 
to  change  the  mileage  limit  for 
remaining  offshore  from  12  to 
20  nautical  miles.   The  Ocean  Af- 
fairs Branch  was  requested  to  ob- 
tain the  necessary  Navy  Department 
clearances. 


12:00  noon 


12:00  noon 

to 
12:45  p.m. 

1:00  p.m. 


1:50  p. 


Early  after- 
noon 


State  Department 


National  Security 
Council 


Ocean  Affairs 
Branch,  Naval 
Operations 


The  White  House 


Maritime  Affairs 
Office,  State 
Department 


The  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of 
the  East  Asia  Bureau  briefed  the 
Deputy  Secretary  on  the  Mayaguez 
situation  in  preparation  for  the 
upcoming  National  Security  Coun- 
cil meeting. 

National  Security  Council  meeting 
to  discuss  Mayaguez  seizure - 


An  Ocean  Affairs  officer  called 
Maritime  Affairs  and  said  the 
draft  of  the  special  warning  had 
been  cleared  with  the  appropriate 
Navy  offices. 

First  official  public  announcement 
of  the  Mayaguez  seizure. 

The  Maritime  Affairs  official 
cleared  the  draft  warning  text 
with  the  Interagency  Task  Force 
on  the  Law  of  the  Sea  and  State's 
Legal  Adviser. 
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Date 


lintltn 
daylight 


rS   4:30  p. a. 


Principals 

Ocean  Affair* 
Branch,  Naval 

Operations 


Additional  lnforaatton  became 
available  to  Ocean  Affaira  which 
dictated  Increasing  the  distance 
In  the  test  for  staying  off  the 
Caabodlan  coast.   The  recoaaenda- 
tlon  was  passed  to  the  Marltlae 
Affairs  office. 


5i 00  p. a. 


6:30  p. 


6:30  p. 

to 
7:05  p. 


Marltlae  Affairs, 
Office,  State 
Departaent 


A  Marltlae  Affairs  official  dis- 
cussed extension  of  the  standoff 
distance  with  State's  Geographer 
to  deteraine  whether  a  30-  to 
35-alle  range  would  give  aarlners 
a  navigational  problea. 

A  Marltlae  Affaira  official 
finished  coordinating  and  clear- 
ing language  of  the  special  warn- 
ing within  State  and  Ocean  Af- 
faire Branch.   At  that  tiae  he 
telephoned  a  DHAHC  official  and 
dictated  the  final  draft  of  the 
special  warning  to  hia. 

The  DMAHC  official  typed  the  aes- 
sage  text,  verified  it  with  Marl- 
tlae Affairs,  and  carried  it  down- 
stairs to  the  Naval  Oceanogr aphic 
Office's  message  center. 


9:27  p. a. 


10:23  p. 


10:25  p. 


Naval  Oceano- 
graphic  Office 


Naval  Oceano- 
graphic  Office 


Comaunicat ions 
Center,  State 
Department 


The  Oceanographic  Office's  coa- 
munication  center  transmitted  the 
message  to  Navy  radio  stations 
broadcasting  UYDROPAC  warnings. 

The  Oceanographic  Office's  coa- 
municatlon  center  transmitted  the 
aessage  to  Navy  radio  stations 
broadcasting  HYDROLANT  warnings. 
This  was  in  time  for  broadcast  to 
U.S.  mariners  on  the  12:30  a. a. 
hydrographic  broadcast. 

A  copy  of  special  warning  45  was 
received  at  State's  communications 
center . 


5/13/75  12:30  a. 


Navy  radio  sta- 
tions 


Special  warning  45  was  broadcast 
to  U.S.  mariners  over  the  hydro- 
graphic  system. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

Wuhlngton.  DC      20520 


DEC  11  1975 


Mr.  J.  K.  Fasick 

Director 

International  Division 

U.  S.  General  Accounting  Office 

Washington,  D.  C.   20548 

Dear  Mr.  Fasick? 

I  am  replying  to  your  letter  of  November  11,  1975, 
which  forwarded  copies  of  the  draft  report:  "Seizure 
of  the  USS  Mayaguez  and  the  System  to  Warn  U.S. 
Mariners  of  Potential  Political/Military  Hazards." 

The  enclosed  comments  and  list  of  proposed  correc- 
tions to  the  draft  report  were  prepared  by  the 
Acting  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Transportation 
and  Telecommunications,  Bureau  of  Economic  and 
Business  Affairs. 

We  appreciate  having  had  the  opportunity  to  review 
and  comment  upon  the  draft  report.  If  I  may  be  of 
further  assistance,  I  trust  you  will  let  me  know. 


Sincerely/ 


DefnTeKTj.  Williamson 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Budget  and  Finance 


Enclosures: 


Comments 

List  of  proposed  corrections. 
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Fnclosure  1 

Department  of  State  Proposed  Corrections 
to  the  GAP  Draft  Report 

Page   i  -  Change  last  sentence  of  paragraph  4  to  read:   "A 
memorandum  circulated  from  the  Office  of  Maritime 
Affairs  to  the  Department  of  State's  Regional 
Bureaus  in  February  1972  (Annex  1  to  Enclosure  3) (40  fc  41] 
outlined  maritime  warning  procedures.   It  is  not 
possible  to  determine  whether  the  memorandum  was 
definitive  enough   in  its  instructions;  nor  is  it 
possible  to  determine  whether  the  memorandum  was 
circulated  internally  by  the  geographic  bureaus. 
In  any  case,  even  though  the  memorandum  existed, 
there  was  no  issuance  of  a  warning  prior  to  the  seizure 
of  the  Mayaguez.   Maritime  warnings  requiring  State 
Department  action  have  been  relatively  rare.   The 
previously  reported  incidents  of  Cambodian  harassment 
of  two  foreign  vessels  (not  normally  involved  in  long- 
standing local  disputes  in  the  area)  were  not  brought 
to  the  timely  attention  of  the  Office  of  Maritime 
Affairs.   However,  these  incidents  were  of  brief  dura- 
tion and  involved  no  reported  loss  of  life  or 
property.   It  was  not  readily  apparent  to  those  through- 
out the  government  who  were  aware  of  these  incidents 
that  American  ships  happening  to  pass  in  the  area 
might  be  in  any  danger."  [GAO  comment:   See  p.  4.] 

Page  ii  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 


Page  1  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 


Page  2  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 
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Page   3  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 


Page   4  -  (See  GAO  note  2 ,  p.  39.) 


Page   5  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 


Page   5  -  Recommend  the  following  rewrite  of  second  and  third 

sentences,  second  full  paragraph:   "Moreover  the  only 
statement  outlining  the  procedures  for  Special 
Warnings  was  contained  in  an  internal  memorandum 
(Rein  memorandum  of  1972)  to  four  geographic  bureaus 
on  what  procedures  to  follow  for  warnings  to  U.S. 
merchant  ships  at  sea.   A  copy  of  that  memorandum  was 
in  the  file  "SPECIAL  WARNINGS  TO  MARINERS"  in  the 
Office  of  Maritime  Affairs  and  was  used  as  a  guideline 
for  action  taken  when  the  Office  was  first  apprised 
of  the  Mayaguez  incident  at  0915,  May  12,  1975." 
[GAO  comment:   See  p.  4.] 


Page   8  - 

(See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.  ) 

Page  9  - 

(See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 


32 


77-364  O  -  76 


K) 


APPENDIX  IV  APPENDIX  IV 

Page   9  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 

Page   9  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 


Page   9  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 


Page  10  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 


Page  10  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39. 


Page  12  -  Change  first  sentence,  paragraph  2,  to  read:   "A 
Maritime  Affairs  official  read  a  draft  of  the 
proposed  Special  Warning  to  the  Naval  Operations  Ocean 
Affairs  office  between  10:00  and  11:00  a.m.  and 
requested  that  office  to  get  immediate  "in-house" 
clearances  and  call  the  Maritime  Affairs  office  when 
they  were  obtained."   [GAO  comment:   This  statement 
varies  slightly  from  the  chronology  provided  by 
other  agencies.   See  pp.  9  and  28.] 

Page  12  -  (See  GAO  note  2,    p.  39.) 


Page  13  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 

Page  13  -  (See  GA0  note  2,  p.  39.) 


(See  GAO  note  2 ,  p.  39 . ) 
Page  15  - 
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Page  17  -  Change  first  sentence  under  State  Department  (bottom 
of  Page  17)  to  read:   "Prior  to  the  Mayaguez  seizure, 
a  memorandum  (the  Rein  memorandum)  had  been  circulated 
from  the  Office  of  Maritime  Affairs  to  the  Department 
of  State's  Regional  Bureaus  in  February  1972  outlining 
maritime  warning  procedures.   It  is  not  possible  to 
determine  whether  the  memorandum  was  definitive  enough 
in  its  instructions;  nor  is  it  possible  to  determine 
whether  the  memorandum  was  circulated  internally  by 
the  geographic  bureaus.   In  any  case,  even  though 
the  memorandum  existed,  there  was  no  issuance  of  a 
warning  prior  to  the  seizure  of  the  Mayaguez." 
[GAO  comment:   See  p.  4.] 

Page  18  -  (See  GAO  note  2 ,  p.  39.) 


Page  18  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 

Page  18  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 

Page  18  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 


[17]Page  22  -  Change  line  7  to  read  "...that  the  Department's 

Operations  Center  and  Bureau  for  Intelligence...." 
[GAO  comment:   Our  emphasis  is  on  intelligence  source 
material. ] 

Page  22  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 

Page  31  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 


Page  32  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 


Page  32  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 


Page  35  -  (See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39.) 
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Enclosure  2 

Department  of  State  Comments  on  6A0 
Conclusions  and  Recommendations 


Conclusion 

(5] 
The  Draft  Report  concludes  on  Page  7  that  "the  responsibility 
for  issuing  special  warnings  had  not  been  formalized  in  any 
type  of  interagency  agreement." 

Comment 

The  Department  of  State  agrees  that  this  responsibility 
had  not  been  formalized  on  an  interagency  basis  beyond 
the  point  of  a  determination  made  by  State,  Navy,  the 
Maritime  Administration,  and  Navy  Hydrographic  Office 
officials  that  such  a  warning  system  was  required. 
The  Department's  reaction  to  this  is  covered  further 
on  in  our  comments  on  the  recommendations. 


Conclusion 

[5] 
The  Draft  Report  concludes  on  Page  7  that  "there  were  no 
written  criteria  and  guidelines  setting  forth  the  conditions 
and  circumstances  necessitating  issuance  of  a  special  warning. 

Comment 


The  Department  of  State  notes  that  a  memorandum  was 
circulated  from  the  Office  of  Maritime  Affairs  to 
the  Department  of  State's  Regional  Bureaus  in  February 
1972  outlining  maritime  warning  procedures.   It  is  not 
possible  to  determine  whether  the  memorandum  was 
definitive  enough  in  its  instructions;  nor  is  it  possible 
to  determine  whether  the  memorandum  was  circulated 
internally  by  the  geographic  bureaus.   In  any  case,  there 
was  no  issuance  of  a  warning  prior  to  the  seizure  of 
the  Mayaguez.   Maritime  warnings  requiring  State 
Department  action  have  been  relatively  rare.   The 
previously  reported  incidents  of  Cambodian  harassment  of 
two  foreign  vessels  (not  normally  involved  in  long- 
standing local  disputes  in  the  area)  were  not  brought 
to  the  timely  attention  of  the  Office  of  Maritime  Affairs 
However,  these  incidents  were  of  brief  duration  and 
involved  no  reported  loss  of  life  or  property.   It  was 
not  readily  apparent  to  those  throughout  the  government 
who  were  aware  of  these  incidents  that  American  ships 
happening  to  pass  in  the  area  might  be  in  any  danger." 
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Conclusion 

[11  and  12] 
The  Draft  Report  concludes  on  Page  16  that: 

"We  believe  that  if  the  offices  responsible  for  issuing 
navigational  and  special  warnings  to  U.S.  mariners  had 
known  of  prior  incidents ,  and  the  seriousness  of  those 
incidents,  some  type  of  warnings  would  have  been  issued 
prior  to  the  Mayaguez  seizure"; 

"We  believe  the  State  Department  should  have  responded 
in  a  more  timely  manner  by  issuing  a  navigational  or 
special  warning  on  the  12:30  p.m.,  May  12,  hydrographic 
broadcast  rather  than  12  hours  later"; 

"As  the  situation  became  more  clearly  understood,  State 
Department  could  have  followed  its  initial  warning  or 
alert  with  more  specific  information". 

Comment 

The  Department  concurs  with  the  conclusion  that  had  the 
appropriate  responsible  offices  known  of  the  prior 
incidents,  some  type  of  warning  would  have  been  issued 
prior  to  the  Mayaguez  incident. 

Comment 

Although  the  Department  of  State  will,  in  the  future, 
continue  to  avoid  any  unnecessary  delay  in  sending  a 
special  warning  to  the  DMAHC  for  broadcast  (even  if 
it  necessitates  sending  an  initial  alert  message  to 
be  followed  up  with  more  specific  information) ,  it 
must  be  noted  that  in  the  case  of  the  Mayaguez,  the 
need  to  clear  and  coordinate  the  special  warning  with 
agencies  involved,  including  the  highest  levels  of 
the  National  Security  Council,  precluded  its  issuance 
on  the  12:30  p.m.,  May  12  hydrographic  broadcast. 


Recommendations 

[16  and  17] 
The  Draft  Report  makes  the  following  recommendations  on  Page  22: 

Recommendations  1  and  2 

The  Secretary  of  State  "develop  criteria  and  -guidelines 
regarding  the  situations  which  require  a  special  warning 
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and  those  which  may  be  cow  iul>n  liiL'RUPAC/ 

HYDROLANT  warning. " 

The  Secretary  of  State  "develop  internal  guidelines 
and  instructions  for  issuing  Special  Warninas." 

Comment  * 

In  addition  to  the  existence  of  the  Rein  memoran- 
dum of  1972,  the  Department  of  State  has  issued 
since  the  Mayaguez  seizure,  memorandums  dated 
May  23,  1975  (Annex  II  to  Enclosure  3);  June  27, (See  GAO 
1975  (Annex  III  to  Enclosure  3);  and  July  25,     note  3, 
1975  (Annex  IV  to  Enclosure  3),  notifying  the     P«  39.] 
recipients  that  they  should  alert  the  Office  of 
Maritime  Affairs  whenever  certain  specific  types 
of  maritime  safety-related  incidents  come  to 
their  attention.   The  Operations  Center  has 
incorporated  the  memorandum  of  May  23  in  their 
watch  manual,  two  copies  of  which  are  kept  at  all 
times  by  the  watch.   This  manual  provides  the 
guidance  for  the  day-t6-day  functioning  of  the 
Operations  Center.   A   copy  of  how  the  Center 
[See  GAO  responds  to  Incidents  at  Sea  is  attached  as 
note  3,  Annex  V  to  Enclosure  3.   In  addition,  the  Office 
P-  39.]  of  Maritime  Affairs  has  completed  a  document  (Annex 
[42]  VI  to  Enclosure  3)  which  sets  forth  "Procedures 
within  the  Department  of  State,  Office  of  Mari- 
time Affairs,  Concerning  Special  Warnings  to 
Mariners".   Copies  of  this  document  were  cleared 
with  and  are  held  by  the  Bureau  of  Intelligence 
and  Research  (State) ,  the  State  Operations  Center, 
the  Office  of  Emergency  Plans  within  the  Maritime 
Administration,  and  the  Office  of  CNO  within  the 
Department  of  Defense.   The  Department  is  also 
investigating  the  possibility  of  distributing 
to  all  diplomatic  posts  a  standard  operating 
procedure  for  informing  the  Department  of  situations 
that  may  necessitate  the  issuance  of  a  Special 
Warning. 

Recommendation  3 

The  Secretary  of  State  "ensure  that  the  Department's 
Bureau  of  Intelligence  and  Research  keeps  Maritime 
Affairs  fully  apprised  of  all  intelligence  matters 
affecting  U.S.  shipping." 

Comment 

Both  the  State  Operations  Center  and  thp  Bureau 
of  Intelligence  and  Research  havr  promulgated 
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internal  instructions  that  insure  that  the 
Office  of  Maritime  Affairs  is  apprised  of 
intelligence  matters  affecting  U.S.  shipping. 


Recommendation  4 

The  Secretary  of  State  "enter  into  formal  interagency 
agreements  which  set  forth  responsibilities  together 
with  criteria  and  guidelines". 

Comment 

The  Department  of  State  supports  this  recommenda- 
tion and  has  initiated  the  formalization  of  such 
an  interagency  agreement  with  members  of  the 
National  Security  Council  staff. 


Recommendation  5 

The  Secretary  of  State  "direct  that  the  next  available 
hydrographic  broadcast,  after  learning  of  political/ 
military  incidents  affecting  U.S.  shipping,  be  used 
to  alert  mariners  of  potential  hazards.   If  necessary, 
this  initial  alert  could  be  followed  by  more  formalized 
language  as  the  situation  becomes  clarified." 

Comment 

The  Department  of  State  (Office  of  Maritime 
Affairs)  will  incorporate  this  recommendation  as 
part  of  its  standard  operating  procedures  in 
the  issuance  of  Special  Warnings. 


Additional  Recommendations 

The  Draft  Report  also  recommended  that  the  Secretary  of  State 
and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  jointly  encourage  U.S.  steam- 
ship owners /operators  to: 

—  require  their  vessels  to  monitor  at  least  one  U.S. 
hydrographic  broadcast  each  day; 

—  supplement  the  broadcast  of  a  U.S.  Special  Warning 
by  transmitting  the  warning  to  their  vessels  which 
may  be  near  the  critical  area;  and 


(See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39. ) 
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Comment 

While  the  Department  of  State  believes  that  these 
three  recommendations  are  well  taken,  it  also  believes 
that  such  actions  fall  within  the  purview  of  the 
two  government  agencies  most  closely  associated  with 
their  implementation  --  DMAHC  and  the  Department  of 
Commerce  (Maritime  Administration) .   The  Department 
does  not  have  the  facilities  to  invoke,  monitor  or 
enforce  these  recommendations. 


Jdel  W.  Biller 

Acting  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 

for  Transportation  and 

Telecommunications 

GAO  notes:   1.  The  numbers  in  brackets  refer  to  pages  in  this 
final  report  on  which  the  matter  is  discussed. 

2.  The  deleted  comments  pertain  to  matters  omitted 
from  or  revised  in  the  final  report. 

3.  The  content  of  these  memorandums  is  covered 
on  pp.  13  and  14  of  this  final  report. 
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February  9 


APPENDIX  IV 
1972 


TO:  NEA  -  Joseph  J.  Sisco 

FROM:         E/TT  -  Bert  V7.  Rein 

SUBJECT:      Warnings  to  US  Flag  Vessels  at  Sea 


The  attached  information  on  the  procedure  for  issuing 
broadcast  warnings  to  vessels  at  sea  ray  be  of  interest 
to  desk  officers  within  your  area.   Please  circulate 
the  attached  as  appropriate. 

NOTE :   Special  Warnings  have  previously  been  issued 
in  connection  with  events  in  India,  Pakistan,  China, 
Somalia,  Israel  and  the  UAR. 


Attachment : 

Broadcasts  to  US  Flag  Vessels  at  Sea 


E/MA : JABar cas : mm 
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BROADCASTS  TO  UNITED  STATES  FLAG  VESSELS  AT  SEA 


On  several  recent  occasions  the  Department  has  called  upon 
the  Naval  Oceanographic  Office  for  assistance  in  broadcasting 
warnings  of  various  types  to  US  flag  vessels  at  sea.   Because 
such  requests  are  rare,  some  confusion  as  to  the  procedure 
involved  has  resulted.   Officers  requesting  such  broadcasts 
should  keep  in  mind  the  following: 

1.  There  are  two  general  types  of  broadcasts: 

a.  Navigational  Warnings  -  Messages  of  this  type 
are  navigational  in  nature  and  contain 
information  about  changes  in  buoys,  naval 
operations,  gunnery  practice,  aiine  fields, 
etc.   Messages  of  this  type  are  fairly 
routine  and  can  generally  be  cleared 

within  the  Naval  Oceanographic  Office. 

b.  Special  Warnings  -  These  are  more  political 
in  nature  and  include  such  things  as 
declarations  of  hostilities,  contraband 
orders,  or  territorial  sea  claims. 
Messages  of  this  type  are  more  sensitive 
and  should  be  cleared  in  L.   They  also 
require  clearances  by  one  or  more  offices 
in  the  Navy  Department. 

2.  All  such  requests  for  broadcast  warnings  must  be  cleared 
in  E/MA,  ext.  20703,  20704,  20705.   Under  normal 
circumstances  E/MA  will  transmit  the  message  to  the 
Naval  Oceanographic  Office.   Broadcast  requests  are 
sent  by  telegram  with  appropriate  clearances,  with 
ACTION  to  Naval  Oceanographic  Office.   The  SUBJECT  line 
should  read  Special  (or  Navigational)  Warning.   The 
telegram  should  read  "Please  issue  following  Special 

(or  Navigational)  Warning..."  followed  by  the  text  of 
the  message  in  quotes. 

3.  Messages  should  be  kept  short  and  clear  as  they  are  hand 
copied  by  radio  operators  aboard  ship. 

4.  Warnings  are  broadcast  twice  a  day  on  a  regular  schedule. 
Requests  for  broadcasts  should  carry  a  PRIORITY  precedence 
only.   A  higher  precedence  will  not  result  in  earlier 
broadcast  of  the  message. 

5.  All  warnings  must  be  unclassified. 

6.  Info  copies  of  the  telegram  should  be  addressed  to 
appropriate  posts. 
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OCT  7  1975 
MEMORANDUM 


SUBJECT:   Procedures  Within  the  Department  of  State,  Office 
of  Maritime  Affairs,  Concerning  Special  Warnings 
to  Mariners 

The  issuance  of  a  Special  Warning  message  to  mariners 
involves  timely  receipt  and  dissemination  of  intelligence 
to  the  appropriate  decision  maker  who  can  evaluate  the 
information  in  the  proper  context  and  decide  whether  or  not 
to  initiate  a  Special  Warning  message.  . 

Within  the  DOS,  the  process  of  disseminating  intelli- 
gence on  a  department-wide  basis  (including  the  Office 
££   Maritime  Affairs,  Bureau  of  Economic  and  Business  Affairs) 
is  handled  by  the  Bureau  of  Intelligence  and  Research  (INR)  . 
The  Office  of  Maritime  Affairs  receives  most  of  its 
intelligence  from  that  source.   In  addition,  the  Operations 
Center  and  INR  within  the  Department  have  been  notified 
by  tee  Office  of  Maritime  Affairs  to  alert  the  Office  of 
Maritime  Affairs  to  situations  that  indicate: 

(a)  outbreak  of  hostilities  involving  any  nation 
with  a  coastline; 

(b)  any  reports  of  hostile  actions  against  military 
or  civil  shipping  of  any  nation  when  it  appears 
that  the  shipping  was  on  the  high  seas  or  en- 
gaged in  innocent  passage  through  territorial 
waters  at  the  time  it  became  the  victim  of 
hostile  action;  or 

(c)  any  announcements  by  a  foreign  government  that 
it  has  changed  the  extent  of  its  territorial 
sea  or  intends  to  increase  the  defense  of  its 
sovereignty  inside  its  declared  territorial 
waters. 

If  any  of  the  above  occur  after  working  hours,  the  Operations 
Center  has  been  directed  to  notify  the  Bureau  of  Economic 
and  Business  Affairs  Duty  Officer,  who  has  instructions  on 
the  procedures  for  contacting  someone  with  MaritimeAAf fairs. 

To  both  supplement  and  complement  this  manner  of 
collection,  (i.e.  information  received  either  from  INR  or 
the  Operations  Center) ,  the  Office  of  Maritime  Affairs 
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has,  at  present,  three  officers  cleared  for  access  to  com- 
partraental  intelligence;  it  receives  the  Foreiqn  Broad- 
cast Information  Service  messages  on  matters  that  are  of 
interest  to  maritime  affairs;  and  it  receives  both 
solicited  and  unsolicited  information  on  maritime  matters 
from  other  geographic  and  functional  desks  within  the 
Department.   In  addition,  other  anoncies,  both  public  and 
private,  inform  the  Office  of  Maritime  Affairs  of  events 
it  believes  are  of  an  interest  to  maritime  matters.   Since 
the  Office  of  Maritime  Affairs  relies  to  a  large  extent 
on  outside  sources  of  information,  it  can  only  act  once 
this  information  is  received. 

Upon  receipt  of  information,  the  Office  of  Maritimo 
Affairs  discusses  this  information  with  other  interested 
offices  within  the  Department.   The  Office  of  Maritime  Affairs 
then  decides  whether  or  not  it  should  draft  a  warning 
noscage,  have  it  cleared  through  the  appropriate  agencies, 
and  then  have  it  relayed  to  the  Defense  Mapping  Agency, 
Hydrographic  Center  (DMAIIC)  for  transmittal.   This  procedure 
in  no  way  detracts  from  the  fact  that  any  agency,  government 
or  otherwise,  can  draft  a  navigational  or  special  warning. 
If  this  procedure  i3  followed,  the  message  should  be 
cleared  through  the  DOS.   Of  the  45  Special  Warnings  issued 
to  date,  19  fc  ve  been  drafted  and  released  by  the  US  Navy, 
JCS,  or  other  Defense  agencies.   In  most  cases,  State 
Department  clearance  was  obtained. 

Having  collected  and  evaluated  all  available  information, 
the  Office  of  Maritime  Affairs  has  two  basic  options.   It 
can  do  nothing  because  the  event  does  not  merit  the 
issuance  of  a  v.rning;  or,  it  can  recommend  to  the  DMAHC 
the  issuance  of  a  Navigational  Warning  or  a  Special  Warning. 
The  Office  considers  the  Navigational  Warning  to  contain 
information  about  chafes  in  buoy  location,  removal/ 
addition  of  buoys,  naval  operations,  gunnery  practices, 
the  location  of  minefields  and  other  navigational  matters 
that  concern  safety  of  life  at  sea.   Within  the  context 
of  the  latter,  a  navigational  warning  would  be  the 
appropriate  warning  in  the  case  where  several  nations, 
known  for  their  mutual  hostility,  become  involved  in 
seizures/shootings  between  their  respective  commercial/ 
naval  vessels.   The  Office  considers  a  Special  Warning  to 
be  more  political  in  nature  and  would  include  suhh  things 
as  declaration  of  hostilities,  contraband  orders,  territorial 
sea  claims,  and  certain  vessel  seizures. 
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It  must  be  emphasized  that  a  number  of  variables 
must  be  taken  into  account  when  making  a  decision  as  to 
which  warning  should  be  issued  —  navigational  or  special. 
Most  of  the  warnings  are  recommended  to  be  navigational 
warnings,  saving  the  issuance  of  a  Special  Warning  for 
special  cases  where  the  facts  clearly  dictate  that  one 
should  be  issued.   In  either  case,  the  proposed  text  is 
cleared  through  appropriate  State  offices  and  also  with 
CNO,  who  acts  as  the  agent  for  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Once  the  message  is  drafted  and  cleared,  the  Office 
will  either  telephone  the  proposed  message  to  DMAHC  or 
send  a  message  of  the  proposed  text  to  DMAHC.   The 
exigency  of  the  situation  dictates  which  procedure  will 
be  followed.   If  there  is  a  need  to  discuss  proper  format 
or  administrative  procedures,  these  matters  are  discussed 
usually  by  telephone,  to  the  mutual  satisfaction  of  all 
parties. 

After  relaying  the  message  to  DMAHC,  the  Office  of 
Maritime  Affairs  relays  the  message  to  the  Division  of 
Emergency  Plans  within  the  Office  of  Policy  and  Plans  at  . 
the  Maritime  Administration. 


EB/TT/MA:REJohe:bst  EB/TT/MA : RKBank 

10/7/75  ext  21313  MARAD  -  Mr.  Phillips 

OPNAV  -  LCDR.  McCoy 
INR(DOS)  -  Mr.  Chapman 
OPCenter  (DOS)  -  Mr.  Kuchel 
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December  22,  1975 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
Th«  Assistant  B«cr*t*r>  for  Administration 

Wtihington.  D  C      20230 


Mr.  Victor  L.  Lowe 

Director,  General  Government  Division 
U.  S.  General  Accounting  Office 
Washington,  D.  C.   20548 

Dear  Mr.  Lowe: 

This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  November  11,  1975, 
requesting  comments  on  the  draft  report  entitled 
"Seizure  of  the  USS  Mayaguez  and  the  System  to  Warn 
U.  S.  Mariners  of  Potential  Political/Military  Hazards.1 

We  have  reviewed  the  enclosed  comments  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Maritime  Affairs  and  believe  they  are 
responsive  to  the  matters  discussed  1n  the  report. 


Since 


n ,  jr. 

ng  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Administration 


Encl osure 


.jo^'o* 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Maritime  Affairs 

Washington.  D.C.    20230 


DEC  13  1975 

Mr.  Victor  L.  Lowe 

Director,  General  Government  Division 
United  States  General  Accounting  Office 
Washington,  D.C.  20548 

Dear  Mr.  Lowe: 

I  refer  to  your  letters  of  November  11,  1975,  addressed  to  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  and  to  me,  requesting  our  comments  of  your  draft  report  en- 
titled, "Seizure  of  the  SS  MAYAGUEZ  and  the  System  to  Warn  U.S.  Mariners 
of  Potential  Political/Military  Hazards." 


(See  GAO  note  2,  p.  39. ) 

The  historic  mission 
of  the  Department  of  Commerce  is  to  "foster,  promote  and  develop  the 
foreign  and  domestic  commerce"  of  the  United  States.  This  mission  is 
supplemented  by  the  provisions  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  as 
amended,  which  furthered  the  development  and  maintenance  of  an  adequate 
and  well-balanced  American  merchant  marine.  It  is  within  this  context 
that  the  Maritime  Administration  has  and  will  continue  to  exhibit  leadership 
in  those  matters  which  affect  the  U.S.  flag  merchant  shipping. 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce  has  authorized  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Maritime  Affairs  to  concur  in  your  recommendations  that  the  Secretary  of 
State  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  jointly  encourage  U.S.  flag  steamship 
operators  to  require  their  vessels  to  monitor  at  least  one  U.S.  Hydro- 
graphic  broadcast  each  day.  The  recommendation  that  vessels  be  required 
to  acknowledge  receipt  of  the  Special  Warning,  if  they  are  in  the  critical 
area,  does  not  identify  the  agency  which  should  have  this  responsibility. 
I  believe  that  implementation  of  this  recommendation  should  be  considered 
as  the  exclusive  responsibility  of  the  Maritime  Administration.  This  is 
particularly  appropriate  should  a  national  emergency  be  declared.  The 
Maritime  Administration,  as  the  National  Shipping  Authority,  is  responsible 
for  the  allocation  and  operation  of  all  U.S.  owned  or  controlled  merchant 
shipping.  This  approach  to  the  matter  will  also  serve  to  remove  any 
ambiguity  concerning  responsibility  for  positive  action  to  achieve 
improved  communications  to  and  from  our  U.S.  flag  merchant  ships. 


,<£s 
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As  noted  in  the  draft  report,  the  Maritime  Administration  has  been  engaged 
in  several  activities  which  will  enhance  effective  camnuni cations  with  U.S. 
flag  merchant  vessels  at  all  times.   In  addition  to  the  items  noted  in  the 
draft  report,  the  Maritime  Administration  and  the  Defense  Mapping  Agency 
Hydrographic  Center  jointly  developed  a  procedure  to  be  utilized  in 
disseminating  Special  Warnings  to  U.S.  merchant  ships.  These  procedures, 
which  will  be  followed  by  the  Defense  Mapping  Agency  Hydrographic  Center 
when  the  next  Special  Warning  is  broadcast,  are  as  follows: 

a.  Initial  dissemination  of  Special  Warning  messages  will 
continue  by  the  Radio  Navigational  Warning  System 
during  regular  scheduled  broadcasts.   In  addition, 
Special  Warnings  will  be  repeated  in  such  broadcasts 
twice  a  day  for  three  days  and  then  once  each  week  on 
Fridays  for  five  weeks.  By  that  time  all  U.S.  ships 
should  have  received  a  printed  copy  of  the  Special 
Warning  by  means  of  the  Weekly  Notice  to  Mariners. 

b.  Special  Warnings  will  also  be  broadcast  by  all  U.S. 
Coast  Guard  Radio  Stations  during  their  Local  Radio 
Navigational  Warning  Broadcasts. 

c.  When  a  Special  Warning  is  released  by  Defense  Mapping 
Agency  Hydrographic  Center,  through  the  Radio  Naviga- 
tional Warning  System,  it  will  also  be  forwarded  by 
commercial  telegram  to  U.S.  steamship  companies  far 
their  notification. 

The  above  information  (a,  b,  and  c)  has  been  disseminated  to  all  U.S. 
flag  steamship  operators  through  our  MarAd  Advisory  No.  75-6,  dated 
July  25,  1975. 

In  view  of  the  inpartant  nature  of  these  Special  Warnings,  the  effec- 
tiveness of  their  dissemination  requires  validation.  Also  included 
in  the  MarAd  Advisory  No.  75-6  was  a  request  that  all  U.S.  flag 
merchant  ships  (in  general  area  of  incident)  acknowledge  the  receipt 
of  Special  Warning  messages  to  Defense  Mapping  Agency  Hydrographic 
Center  through  U.S.  Government  radio  facilities. 

While  the  foregoing  actions  do  not  assure  the  receipt  and  acknowledgment 
of  warning  messages,  efforts  to  inprove  on  this  system  through  the 
cooperation  of  the  steamship  operators,  the  applicable  Maritijne  T^bnr 
Unions,  and  the  Navy  will  continue.  The  inmediate  steps  to  be  under- 
taken in  this  area  by  the  Maritime  Administration  will  be  the  issuance 
of  a  further  MarAd  Advisory  to  all  U.S.  flag  steamship  operators 
calling  their  attention  to  the  need  of  copying  the  Radio  Navigational 
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Warning  messages  and  the  need  to  acknowledge  Special  Warnings.  It  is 
planned  to  follow  this  MarAd  Advisory  with  a  meeting  of  the  maritime 
industry  and  the  Maritime  Administration  to  further  identify  and  define 
problem  areas  and  explore  potential  action. 

Since  the  Maritime  Administration  has  a  specific  interest  in  political/ 
military  incidents  that  could  affect  U.S.  flag  merchant  shipping,  it  is 
felt  that  the  draft  report  should  include  a  recommendation  that  this 
Agency  be  immediately  notified  by  the  State  Department,  Bureau  of 
Intelligence  and  Research  of  any  incident  that  would  be  normally  reported 
to  the  State  Department,  Office  of  Maritime  Affairs. 

Your  interest  in  permitting  me  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft 
report  is  appreciated.  If  I  can  be  of  any  further  assistance  to  you  in 
this  matter,  please  let  me  know. 


Sincerely, 


■dLfa? 


Assistant  Secretary 
for  Maritime  Affairs 

Qiclosure 
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UNITED   STATES   DEPARTMENT  OF   COMMERCE 
Maritime  Administration 

.%■•-  ^gton    DC     2' 


JUL    25    1975 

MARAD   ADVISORY   NO.    75-6 

To:      U.    S.    Flag   Steamship   Operators 

Gentlemen: 

Subject:   Improved  Procedures  for  Disseminating  Special  Warnings 
to  U.  S.  Flag  Merchant  Ships 

Special  Warnings  originate  from  the  United  States  Department  of  State 
and  are  used  for  disseminating  Information  relating  to  Important 
International  matters  to  the  mariner. 

Special  Warnings  differ  In  content  from  normal  Navigational  Warnings 
such  as  HYDROLANTs  and  HYDROPACs  in  that  they  relate  to  Government 
policy  or  political  incidents  rather  than  normal  notification  of  nav- 
igational dangers  to  shipping.   The  content  of  Special  Warnings  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  Department  of  State  (Maritime  Affairs)  and  is 
coordinated  with  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  through  Ocean  Affairs 
of  the  Politico  Military  Policy  Division.   Under  certain  conditions  a 
Special  Warning  may  be  originated  Ly  the  Navy  or  any  Federal  Agency 
but  in  such  cases  It  must  be  approved  by  the  State  Department.   The 
Defense  Mapping  Agency  Hydrographlc  Center  (DMAHC)  Is  the  disseminating 
agency  for  such  messages  since  Its  Radio  Navigational  Warning  Broadcast 
System  can  be  received  by  all  U.  S.  Flag  Merchant  ships.   Presently  U.S. 
Navy  Radio  Stations,  worldwide,  broadcast  Special  Warning  messages  on 
the  next  two  scheduled  Navigational  Warning  Broadcasts  after  the  message 
is  received  by  the  Radio  Station  from  DMAHC.   Normally  such  broadcasts 
are  scheduled  12  hours  apart  at  0430  and  1640  GMT  each  day. 


-J 
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The  procedures  utilized  in  disseminating  Special  Warnings  to  U.  S. 
merchant  ships  were  recently  reviewed  jointly  by  the  Maritime  Ad- 
ministration end  the  Defense  Mapping  Agency,  Hydrographic  Center. 
The  following  procedures  (developed  during  the  review)  will  be  in- 
corporated by  DMAHC  when  the  next  Special  Warning  is  broadcast: 

a.  Initial  dissemination  of  Special  Warning  messages 
will  continue  by  the  HYDROLANT  and  HYDROPAC  Radio 
Navigational  Warning  System  during  regular  scheduled 
broadcasts.   In  addition,  Special  Warnings  will  be 
repeated  in  such  broadcasts  twice  a  day  for  three 

days  and  then  once  each  week  on  Fridays  for  five  weeks. 
By  that  time  all  U.  S.  ships  should  have  received  a 
printed  copy  of  the  Special  Warning  by  means  of  the 
Weekly  Notice  to  Mariners. 

b.  Special  Warnings  will  also  be  broadcast  by  all  U.  S. 
Coast  Guard  Radio  Stations  during  their  Local  Radio 
Navigational  Warning  Broadcasts. 

c.  When  a  Special  Warning  is  released  by  DMAHC,  through 
the  Radio  Navigational  Warning  System,  it  will  also 

be  forwarded  by  commercial  telegram  to  U.  S.  steamship 
companies.   This  will  inform  the  ship  owners  of  the  Spe- 
cial Warning  which  they  may  wish  to  forward  to  their 
ships  by  appropriate  methods. 

In  view  of  the  important  nature  of  Special  Warnings  the  effectiveness  of 
their  dissemination  requires  validation.   To  assist  in  evaluating  these 
new  procedures  each  future  transmission  of  a  Special  Warning  will  include 
the  following  request:   "All  U.  S.  Flag  Merchant  Ships  (in  general  area 
of  incident)  acknowledge  receipt  of  this  message  to  DMAHC  through  U.  S. 
Government  radio  facilities."  The  cooperation  of  U.  S.  steamship 
companies  in  having  their  ships  honor  this  request  would  be  most  helpful. 


Sincerely 


BURT 

Director,  foffice  of  Domestic  Shipping 
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'I'm   Si  1/1  i;i   m    i  in   .1/ 1 )  n.ff/    A  Casi   Stddi  "i  CmBia 

M\N\i,IMl\l 

(Departments  of  State  and  Defense,  National  Security  Council) 

CoMPTROLLEB    GENERAL   OF    im.    I\iiii>    Sr.vri-. 

Washington,  I>.<  . 
|  B  138001 | 
Hon.  I  >ami;  B.  Fa»  im. 

Chairman,  Subconvmittei  an  International  Politioal  and  MUitary 
Affairs,  Oommittei  an  International  Relations,  Housi  of 
lu  />/■(  s<  nidtwi 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Your  letter  of  June  23,  L975,  asked  us  to 
review  all  aspects  of  the  seizure  of  the  l.S.  vessel  Mayaguez  and  the 
subsequent  diplomatic  and  military  efforts  to  secure  its  release,  5Tou 
also  asked  that  we  focus  on  the  crisis  management  operations  of  our 
Government.  We  were  restricted  by  the  executive  branch  from 
analyzing  the  decisionmaking  process  involved  in  the  management  of 
this  crisis  and,  consequently,  our  review  was  basically  limited  to  an 
analysis  of  the  implementation  of  the  decisions  which  were  made.  As 
you  know,  however,  we  are  now  assisting  your  subcommittee  in 
collecting  and  analyzing  congressional  responses  to  a  questionnaire 
on  executive-legislative  communications  and  the  role  of  Congress  in 
international  crises.  We  will  submit  a  separate  report  on  this  ques- 
tionnaire in  the  near  future. 

The  Departments  of  State  and  Defense  and  the  National  Security 
Council  were  provided  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  a  draft  of  this 
report.  All  comments  were  considered  in  preparing  the  final  report. 
In  addition  to  these  official  comments,  we  received  the  persona]  views 
of  State's  Deputy  Under  Secretary  for  Management  which  are  re- 
printed in  appendix  III. 

The  report  has  been  classified  Secret  by  the  President'-  Adviser  for 
National  Security  Affairs  even  though  the  Departments  of  State  and 
Defense,  who  provided  the  information  on  which  the  report  i-  based, 
have  no  objection  to  releasing  the  report  as  an  unclassified  document. 
We  believe  that  all  information  contained  in  the  report  is  unclassified 

hut  since  GAO  neither  classifies  nor  declassifies  documents,  we  have 
abided  by  the  National  Security  Council's  request. 

As  arranged  with  your  subcommittee  stall',  we  will  distribute  the 

report  to  the  Department-  of  State  and  Defense,  the  National  Security 

Council,  and  other  congressional  committees.  Unless  the  report  be- 
comes unclassified,  we  will  restrict  other  congressional  distribution  to 

the  Senate   Foreign   Relations  Committee  and  the   House  and  Senate 

Armed  Services  ( Jommil  I 
Sincerely  youi 

l-'.i  mi  r  B.  Staatb, 
Comp troll*  /•  Gi  m  ralof  flu  United  Stat 


59 

Comptroller  General's  Report  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Interna- 
tional Political  and  Military  Affairs,  Committee  on  Interna- 
tional Relations,  House  of  Representatives 

digest 

On  May  12,  1975,  the  U.S.  merchant  vessel  Mayaguez  was  seized 
by  Cambodian  naval  forces.  During  the  next  3  days,  the  United  States 
undertook  a  variety  of  diplomatic  and  military  actions  in  an  effort  to 
secure  the  release  of  the  ship  and  its  40-crew  members.  Some  65  hours 
after  the  seizure  of  the  ship,  the  crew  was  released  by  the  Cambodians 
(the  United  States  did  not  learn  that  the  crew  had  been  released  until 
several  hours  after  military  actions  were  underway)  ;  and  a  few  hours 
thereafter,  U.S.  Forces  recaptured  the  Mayaguez. 

GAO,  pursuant  to  the  subcommittee  request  under  a  House  Resolu- 
tion of  Inquiry,  attempted  to  examine  all  aspects  of  the  Mayaguez 
incident.  Our  purpose  was  to  determine  how  this  crisis  was  handled 
and  to  identify  lessons  which  would  be  of  value  in  the  handling  of 
future  crises,  recognizing  that  every  crisis  has  its  unique  charac- 
teristics. GAO  was  restricted  by  the  executive  branch  from  analyzing 
the  decisionmaking  process  at  the  highest  levels  and,  consequently, 
was  basically  limited  to  an  analysis  of  the  implementation  of  those 
decisions.  Specifically,  we  were  denied  records  of  National  Security 
Council  meetings  and  information  prepared  for  the  Council  or  for  the 
participants  in  Council  meetings. 

GAO  noted  several  points  worthy  of  praise. 
— The  publicly  stated  aim  of  U.S.  actions — release  of  the  ship 

and  crew — was  achieved. 
— U.S.  Naval,  Marine,  and  Air  Force  assets  were  generally  as- 
sembled effectively  and  efficiently. 
— Command   and  control  of  our  communications  between  the 

multiservice  assets  applied,  was  established  expeditiously. 
— The  willingness  of  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  to  perform 
assigned  missions  despite  the  personal  risks  involved  was  in- 
spiring as  was  the  valor  and  prowess  with  which  the  missions 
were  performed.  (Seep.  100.) 
Several  facts  became  evident. 
— The  United  States  did  not  warn  its  merchant  ships  after  the 
Mayaguez  was  seized,  despite  increasing  evidence  that  Cam- 
bodian forces  were  asserting  historical  claims  to  offshore  islands 
and  that  Cambodia  had  greatly  extended  its  territorial  limit 
and  was  seizing  ships  entering  these  waters1  (See  p.  111.) 
— A  significant  time  elapsed  before  reconnaissance  aircraft  were 
launched  to  locate  the  Mayaguez.  Defense  acknowledged  the 
need  for  improving  the  process  of  initiating  reconnaissance  but 
did  not  identify  any  specific  steps  being  implemented.  Defense 
emphasized  that,  because  of  the  sensitive  political  situation  in 
Southeast  Asia,  action  in  that  part  of  the  world  would  be  initi- 
ated with  extreme  caution.  (See  pp.  71-73.) 

1  The  adequacy  of  the  U.S.  mariner  warning  system  is  addressed  in  a  separate  GAO 
report,  "System  to  Warn  U.S.  Mariners  of  Potential  Political/Military  Hazards  :  SS 
Mayaguez,  A  Case  Study,"  ID-76-33.  The  report  analyzes  why  1!>  hours  elapsed  before 
mariners  were  warned  to  avoid  the  seizure  area.  This  delay  was  partially  due  to  a 
failure  within  the  State  Department  to  notify  the  responsible  office.  Our  report  contains 
recommendations  for  improving  the  mariner  warning  system. 
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S  me  available  aooetc  were  not  w-cd  to  obtain  bettor  evidence 
of  the  location  of  the  crew,  Defense  indicated  thai  with  the 
limited  resources  available,  their  inherent  limitation-,  and  the 
rapid  tactical  situation,  it  is  difficult  to  see  what  more  could  have 
been  done,  GAO  acknowledges  the  difficulties  and  uncertainties 
•inLr  at  the  time,  hut  believes  that  several  available  oppor 
tunities  for  attempting  to  reduce  the  major  uncertainty  during 

the    incident      the    location    of   the    Ma%  i.\\       w.rc    not 

pursued  The  crew's  location  was  central  to  developing  a  1  ,S 
response.  |  Sec  pp.  76  s  l. ) 

Some  important  details  on  the  possible  location  "f  the  crew  did 

not  reach  decisionmakers.  Reports  prepared  in  Washington  and 

Hawaii  on  the  number  of  Caucasians  taken  away  from  Koh 
Tan^r  Island  to  the  mainland  were  inaccurate;  GAO  -aw  no 

evidence  that  the  military  command  centers  knew  <>f  several 
details  which  would  have  lent  credence  to  an  interpretation  that 
most  or  all  of  the  crew  had  left  Koh  Tang.  Defense  stated  that 
information  passed  to  decisionmakers  was  not  inaccurate  of 
intentionally  changed.  Defense  indicated,  however,  that  some 
details  were  undoubtedly  omitted  or  inadvertently  altered.  I  E 
pp.  74-7.V  ) 

-While  the  United  States  undertook  a  number  of  diplomatic 
initiatives  to  secure  the  release  of  the  Mayaguez  and  its  crew, 
little  weight  appears  to  have  l>een  given  to  indications  that  the 
Cambodians  might  be  working  out  a  political  solution.  Among 
these  indications  was  a  report  received  more  than  14  hours  be- 
fore  the  Marine  assault  was  initiated  which  indicated  that  a 
foreign  Government  was  using-  its  influence  with  Cambodia  to 
seek  an  early  release  of  the  Mayaguea  and  expected  it  to  be  re- 
leased soon.  Also,  several  possibilities  for  communication  with 
the  new  Cambodian  Government  were  not  attempted:  contrary 
to  Administration  statements.  GAO  found  no  evidence  that  the 
United  States  broadcast  directly  into  Cambodia.  The  Depart- 
ment of  State  maintained  that  all  effect  ive  diplomatic  initial  iveg 
were  taken  within  the  severe  time  constraints.  (See  pp.  66  69.) 
-Marine  assault  forces  planned  and  carried  out  the  assaull  on 
Koh  Tanjr  with  inaccurate  estimates  of  ( lambodian  si  rength  on 
that  island.  GAO  was  unable  to  determine  why  the1  available 
more  accurate  intelligence  estimates  did  not  reach  the  task 
group  and  assault  force  commanders.  The  ( Y>iiimander  in  Chief. 
Pacific,  has  subsequently  established  a  feedback  system  de- 
signed to  ensure  acknowledgement  of  critical  intelligence  by 
all  concerned  commands.  (See  pp.  91-92.) 
-The  degree  to  which  relative  military  risks  were  assessed  is  not 
(dear.  The  risks  involved  in  the  Marine  assault  on  Koh  Tang — 
even  without  the  traditional  presoftening  of  the  Inland  by 
bombardment  and  with  a  relatively  slow  Marine  buildup 
rate-    were  deemed  acceptable.  On  the  other  hand,  the  risk  of 

having  an  aircraft  carrying  the  Marine  assault  commander  fly 
below  a  6,000  foot  altitude  restriction  to  obtain  first-hand  in- 
formation on  Koh  Tang,  was  deemed  unacceptable.  Defense 
officials  said  that  all  risks  were  appropriately  evaluated  but 
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GAO  was  unable  to  ascertain  whether  the  President  or  other 
National  Security  Council  participants  requested  or  received 
information  concerning  relative  risks  involved.  (See  p.  100.) 
— In  retrospect,  the  final  Marine  assault  and  the  bombing  of  the 
Cambodian  mainland  did  not  influence  the  Cambodian  decision 
to  release  the  crew.  However,  certain  U.S.  actions  probably  did 
influence  that  decision;  for  example,  the  sinking  of  gunboats 
and  U.S.  air  activity  in  the  area.  Defense  stated  that  the  decision 
to  assault  Koh  Tang  was  reasonable  in  lieu  of  information  at 
the  time  and  that  the  mainland  was  bombed  since  Cambodia 
had  the  capability  to  interfere  with  the  operation.  GAO  does 
not  question  the  purpose  of  either  the  assault  or  the  mainland 
bombing.  (Seep.  101.) 

MATTERS   FOR   CONSIDERATION   OF   THE   CONGRESS 

GAO  believes  that  the  U.S.  response  to  the  Mayaguez  seizure  points 
to  the  desirability  of  having  the  Congress: 

— Support  and/or  sponsor,  perhaps  under  U.X.  auspices,  some 
form  of  "satellite  hotline"  linking  all  world  capitals.  (See 
P-  101.) 

■ — Require  that,  after  certain  crises,  a  crisis  review  group  assess 
Government  performance  and  procedures  in  order  to  identify 
possible  changes  which  would  improve  the  U.S.  responses  to 
future  crises.  Such  a  review  would  require  access  to  National 
Security  Council  material  if  the  review  is  to  be  of  maximum 
value  in  the  handling  of  future  crises.  (See  p.  102.) 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

The  Department  of  State  did  not  challenge  the  facts  in  our  report. 
However,  in  transmitting  the  Department's  comments,  the  Deputy 
Under  Secretary  for  Management  expressed  his  personal  view  that 
the  report  was  inadequate  and  misleading  and  that  it  attempted  to 
second-guess  the  actions  of  officials  acting  under  the  constraints  of 
time.  GAO  disagrees.  \Ve  believe  that  our  report  is  a  fair  and  objective 
analysis  of  the  factual  information  which  we  received.  (See  p.  102.) 

State  took  the  position  on  the  proposal  of  a  "satellite  hotline"  that 
even  if  an  internationally  sponsored  communications  link  had  existed, 
it  would  not  necessarily  have  contributed  to  a  solution  because  the 
Cambodians  might  not  have  chosen  to  use  it.  GAO  does  not  view  this 
obvious  fact  as  a  valid  objection  to  our  suggestion  that  the  Congress 
might  wish  to  explore  the  concept.  (See  p.  101.) 

The  Department  of  Defense  did  not  comment  on  our  suggestions 
that  Congress  might  consider  the  desirability  of  a  "satellite  hotline" 
and  a  crisis  review  group.  Defense,  also,  did  not  question  the  accuracy 
of  our  report  but  rather,  in  a  few  instances,  our  interpretation  of  the 
facts.  (See  pp.  102-104.) 

Chapter  1. — Ixtroduction 

The  U.S.  merchant  ship  Mayaguez  and  its  40-man  crew  were  seized 
by  a  Cambodian  gunboat  shortly  after  3  a.m.  (2  p.m.,  Cambodian 
time)  on  May  12,  1975,  about  6  or  7  miles  south  of  the  Cambodian 
claimed  Island  of  Poulo  Wai.  which  lies  about  60  miles  south/south- 
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of  the  CambodiaE  mainland.  Cambodia  had  earlier  or  at- 

tempted t<>  seize,  and  then  released  other  ships  operating  within  its 
claimed  territorial  Limit.  The  Mayagtu  \  is  a  container  ship  owned  by 
l  S.  S  i  Land  Service,  Inc.  a  subsidiary  of  die  K.  .1.  Reynolds  In 
and  operated  a  regularly  scheduled  shuttle  service  between 
Hong  Kong;  Sattahip,  Thailand:  and  Singapore;  feeding  container 
ships  in  Sea-Land's  West  Coast     Far  East  service, 

After  a  variety  of  [J.S.  diplomatic  and  military  initiatives,  Cam- 
bodia released  the  Ai  crew  on  May  11  at  about  7:30  p.m. 
a.m..  Mav   15,  (  amhodian  t  ime  ) . 


On  Juno  23,  the  Chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on  Internationa) 
Relations,  in  a  floor  discussion  of  House  Resolutions  of  [nquiry  direct- 
ing the  Secretary  of  State  to  provide  information  concerning  the 
seizure  of  the  Mayaguez  and  its  crew,  pointed  out  that  the  Committee 
had  referred  the  Resolutions  to  it-  Subcommittee  on  International 
Political  and  Military  Affairs  and  that  GAO  was  being  requested  to 
conduct  a  study  of  the  incident.  Shortly  thereafter,  the  Subcommittee 
Chairman  asked  GAO  to  (a)  independently  establish  or  confirm  the 
chronology  of  events  of  the  Mayaguez  incident,  (b)  compile  a  list  of 
key  decisionmakers,  and  (c)  conduct  a  thorough  investigation  of  all 
aspects  of  the  seizure  and  of  subsequent  diplomatic  efforts  and  mili- 
tary operation-  to  secure  its  release. 

Similar  Resolutions  of  Inquiry  were  referred  to  the  House  Armed 
Services  Committee. 

Our  review  was  hampered  by  an  inability  to  gain  access  to  certain 
executive  branch  record-  and  by  extensive  delays  in  gaining  access  to 
other  records  and  to  personnel.  However,  Defense  cooperation  and 
responsiveness  was  generally  good. 

During  the  Mayaguez  incident,  the  President  called  the  National 
Security  Council  (NSC)  into  session  on  four  different  occasions, 
The  I  \s.  react  ion  to  the  seizure,  by  all  available  account-,  was  debated 
and  designed  duringthese  sessions. 
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We  were  unable  to  obtain  access  to  the  information  necessary  to 
analyze  the  (1)  NSC  decision  process,  (2)  degree  to  which  known 
information  was  made  available  to  NSC  decisionmakers,  or  to  which 
highly  sensitive  intelligence  information  available  to  NSC  was  dis- 
seminated downward,  or  (3)  the  adequacy,  timeliness,  and  accuracy 
with  which  NSC  policy  decisions  or  requests  for  information  were 
communicated  downward.  Similarly,  the  Departments  of  State  and 
Defense  and  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  would  not  give  us  any 
information  prepared  for  the  NSC  or  for  their  participation  in  the 
NSC  sessions.  Hence,  our  review  was  limited  for  the  most  part  to 
analyzing  the  Department  of  Defense  implementation  of  NSC 
decisions. 

Within  these  restrictions,  the  information  we  were  able  to  develop 
on  the  chronology  of  the  Mayaguez  incident  is  summarized  in  chapter 
2  and  presented  as  appendix  VII,  and  the  information  as  to  the  key 
decisionmakers  appears  in  appendix  VI. 

Chapter  2. — Unfolding  or  the  Mayaguez  Incident 

The  Mayaguez  incident  encompassed  some  78  hours  from  the 
seizure  on  Monday,  May  12,  1975,  until  the  withdrawal  of  U.S. 
Marines  from  Koh  Tang  on  Thursday,  May  15. 

During  the  remainder  of  this  report,  all  times  are  given  in  eastern 
standard  time.  It  should  be  noted  that,  because  of  daylight  saving 
time,  it  was  11  hours  earlier  in  Washington  than  in  Cambodia  during 
the  Mayaguez  incident. 

The  SS  Mayaguez,  a  U.S.  merchant  vessel  enroute  from  Hong 
Kong  to  Sattahip,  Thailand,  was  fired  upon,  seized,  and  boarded  near 
the  Island  of  Poulo  Wai  by  Cambodian  naval  forces  at  3  :18  a.m.,  on 
May  12,  1975.  President  Ford,  after  meeting  with  the  National  Secu- 
rity Council  at  about  noon  that  day,  issued  a  statement  that  he  con- 
sidered the  seizure  an  act  of  piracy  and  that  failure  by  the  Cambodians 
to  release  the  ship  would  have  the  most  serious  consequences. 

During  the  next  3  days,  a  number  of  diplomatic  efforts  were 
initiated  including  appeals  through  the  People's  Republic  of  China, 
and  through  the  United  Nations,  all  of  which  appeared  to  be  futile 
to  decisionmakers.  In  the  meantime,  reconnaissance  aircraft  had  been 
tasked  to  survey  the  situation  and,  accordingly,  attempted  to  follow 
the  whereabouts  of  the  Mayaguez  and  its  crew. 

It  was  determined  that  the  Mayaguez  was  moved  from  the  Island 
of  Poulo  Wai,  where  it  stayed  most  of  May  12,  and  was  taken  to  the 
Island  of  Koh  Tang,  about  midway  between  Poulo  Wai  and  the 
Cambodian  mainland  where  it  stayed  during  the  remainder  of  the 
incident.  Several  hours  later  on  May  13  (early  evening  in  Cambodia), 
the  entire  crew  was  transferred  to  two  small  fishing  boats  which 
anchored  just  off  the  coast  of  Koh  Tans:.  Later  on  May  13  (daylight 
May  14  in  Cambodia),  the  crew  was  taken  to  Kompong  Som  aboard 
one  of  the  fishing  boats,  but  was  not  taken  ashore.  Shortly  thereafter 
the  boat  proceeded,  on  May  14,  to  the  offshore  Island  of  Koh  Rong 
Som  Lem  and  the  crew  went  ashore.  Later  on  May  14  (daylight 
May  15  in  Cambodia),  the  crew  was  put  aboard  the  same  fishing  boat 
and  released.  The  boat  then  made  the  approximately  3-hour  trip 
toward  the  Mayaguez  during  which  the  crew  was  recovered  by  the 
U.S.S.  Wilson. 
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WHEREABOUTS  OF  MAYAGUEZ  AND  CREW 
HAY  12*15.  1975 
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During  this  period,  reconnaissance  aircraft  noted  that  possible 
Caucasians  were  taken  off  the  Mayagtu  :;  they  also  observed  possible 
Caucasians  aboard  the  vessel  thai  docked  at  the  mainland  port  of 
Kompong  Som.  Reconnaissance  did  not  follow  the  vessel  after  it 
reached  Kompong  Som.  and  it  was  not  until  the  boal  carrying  the 
crew  returned  toward  the  Mayaguez  that  their  whereabouts  became 
certain. 
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While  reconnaissance  aircraft  were  attempting  to  follow  the 
Mayagwz  and  crew,  the  President  held  three  more  meetings  with 
the  National  Security  Council,  at  which  decisions  were  made  con- 
cerning the  military  response  appropriate  in  the  light  of  the  appar- 
ently futile  diplomatic  efforts. 

Military  assets  readily  available  were  directed  to  proceed  toward 
the  area  of  the  seizure;  these  included  the  destroyers  U.S.S.  Wilson 
and  U.S.S.  Holt,  the  carrier  U.S.S.  Coral  /Sea,  and  Marines  from 
Okinawa  and  the  Philippines.  In  an  effort  to  prevent  the  crew  from 
being  taken  to  the  mainland,  where  their  extraction  by  force  would  be 
most  difficult,  and  where  their  extraction  through  negotiation  could 
be  most  humiliating,  a  decision  was  made  to  isolate  the  Island  of 
Koh  Tang,  where  the  crew  was  thought  to  be.  Several  Cambodian 
patrol  boats  were  sunk  or  immobilized  in  doing  this.  After  repeated 
attempts  to  force  one  boat  containing  "possible  Caucasians,"  back 
to  Koh  Tang  (the  fishing  boat  described  above),  this  boat  was 
allowed  to  proceed  to  the  mainland. 

With  diplomatic  efforts  apparently  proving  futile  and  with  Naval 
forces  coming  within  operating  range  of  Koh  Tang,  a  decision  was 
made  to  undertake  a  Marine  assault  on  the  Island  of  Koh  Tang  on 
May  14  ("first  light"  on  May  15  in  Cambodia)  with  an  almost 
simultaneous  reboarding  of  the  Mayaguez.  At  about  7  p.m.  on  May  11 
Marines  from  Thailand  began  landing  by  helicopter  on  the  Island 
of  Koh  Tang,  where  they  met  much  heavier  resistance  than  had  been 
anticipated,  and  at  8:30  p.m.,  additional  Marines  boarded  the 
Mayaguez  and  found  it  empty.  At  about  8  p.m.  a  translation  of  a 
Cambodian  broadcast  indicated  to  Washington  decisionmakers  that 
the  Cambodians  were  about  to  release  the  Mayaguez.  Since  there  was 
no  mention  of  the  crew  in  that  broadcast,  military  operations  pro- 
ceeded as  planned.  In  fact  the  crew  had  been  released  by  the  Cam- 
bodians at  about  the  time  the  Marine  assault  began. 

A  fishing  vessel  carrying  Caucasians  waving  white  flags  was  spotted 
by  reconnaissance  aircraft  at  about  10:30  p.m.  (daylight  in  Cam- 
bodia), and  the  crew  taken  aboard  the  U.S.S.  Wilson  at  about  11  p.m. 
At  about  that  time,  aircraft  from  the  Coral  Sea  were  undertaking 
bombing  raids  on  the  Cambodian  mainland — raids  deemed  necessary 
to  protect  U.S.  Marines  engaged  in  hostilities  on  Koh  Tang.  After 
the  crew  was  determined  to  be  in  U.S.  hands,  the  President  issued 
orders  to  suspend  all  offensive  military  actions.  Nonetheless,  to  protect 
the  Marines  on  Koh  Tang,  it  was  deemed  necessary  to  send  in  a  second 
wave  of  Marines.  Fighting  continued  for  several  hours,  and  the  last 
Marines  were  not  extracted  from  Koh  Tang  until  about  9  a.m.  on 
May  15. 

During  the  Marine  assault.  18  U.S.  military  personnel  were  killed 
or  missing  and  presumed  dead  and  50  were  wounded.  In  addition. 
23  U.S.  Air  Force  personnel  were  killed  when  a  helicopter  moving 
them  into  position  for  possible  Mayaguez  recovery  action,  crashed. 
Defense  has  indicated  that  47  Cambodians  were  killed,  including  10 
boat  pilots,  55  were  wounded  and  an  unknown  number  were  missing. 
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[J.S.  diplomatic  initiatives  and  communications  seeking  the  release 
of  the  Mayagtu  z  and  her  crew  began  approximately  LO  hours  after  the 
seizure,  following  the  first  National  Security  Council  meeting  which 

ended  at  about   12:45  p.m..  May  1l\  r.»7.">.  Between  the  time  of  the 
seizure  and  the  release  <>f  the  crew,  the  United  State- 

— issued  a  public  statement   demanding  the  Immediate  release 

of  the  ship  (  1  :.')(»  p.m..  May  L2  ), 

— attempted  to  deliver  a  me— ;i«_re  t<»  the  Cambodians  through  the 
People's  Republic  o(  China  Liaison  ( Hfice  in  Washington,  I  M  . 

(4:30  p.m..  May  [2  . . 

— delivered  messages  to  the  ( lambodian  Embassy  and  t  he  Foreign 

Mini-try  of  the   People'-   Republic  of  China   in   Peking   (12:10 
a.m..  May  l.">). 

requested  [J.N.  Secretary  Genera]  Waldheim's  assistance  in  se- 
curing the  release  of  the  ship  and  crew  (1   "J  p.m..  May  11).  and 
— responded  to  a  local  Cambodian  broadcasl  that  the  Mayaguez 
would  he  released  with  a  public  offer  t<>  cease  military  opera- 
tions  if  the   Cambodians  stated   they   would    release  the  crew 
(9:15  p.m..  May  14). 
Administration  officials  stated  that  they  are  confident   the  Cambo- 
dians received  U.S.  demands  for  the  release  of  the  Mayagtu  i  and  its 
crew.  According  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  absence  of  any  com- 
munications from  the  Cambodians  precluded  a  diplomatic  solution. 


U.8.      ACTIONS 

At  1:5()  p.m.  on  May  L2,  l(.>7f>.  following  a  noon  meeting  of  the 
National  Security  Council  (XSC).  the  White  House  received  the  fol- 
lowing statement  on  the  seizure. 

We  have  Ix^cn  informed  that  a  Cambodian  naval  vessel  has 
seized  an  American  merchant  ship  on  the  high  seas  and  forced  it 
to  the  port  of  Kompong  Som.  The  President  ha-  met  with  the 
XSC.  He  considers  this  seizure  an  act  of  piracy.  I  Ie  has  Lost  meted 
the  State  Department  to  demand  the  immediate  release  of  the 
ship.  Failure  to  do  so  would  have  the  most  serious  consequences. 

Shortly  thereafter,  the  Department  of  State  requested  Huang  Chen. 
Head  of  the  Chinese  Liaison  Office  in  Washington,  to  call  at  the  De- 
partment. At  1  :30  j). m..  Huang  ('hen  met  with  Deputy  Secretary  In- 
gersoll  hut  refused  to  accept  a  message  for  the  Cambodian  authorities. 

The  State  Department  then  requested  the  (J.S.  Liaison  office  in  Pe- 
king to  deliver  messages  to  the  Cambodian  Embassy  there  and  to  the 
Foreign  Ministry  of  the  People's  Republic  of  China.  These  messages 
were  delivered  at  approximately  L2:10  a.m.  on  Tuesday,  May  L3.  The 
following  day.  the  Chinese  returned  their  message  undelivered  to  the 
Cambodians  and  the  Cambodians  -em  their-  back  through  the  mails. 

Sometime  between  1  and  2  p.m.  on  May  11  (about  ft  to  I  hours  before 

the  orders  were  i^>iied  to  begin   military  assault   operation-)    Amhas- 

sador  Scali  delivered  a  letter  to  U.N.  Secretary  Waldheim  requesting 
his  assistance  in  securing  the  release  <>f  the  Mayagtu  \  and  Its  crew. 
'Idie  Letter  cited  the  absence  of  response  to  C.S.  appeals  through  diplo- 
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matic  channels  and  stated  that  the  United  States  reserved  "the  right 
to  take  such  measures  as  may  be  necessary  to  protect  the  lives  of  Amer- 
ican citizens  and  property,  including  appropriate  measures  of  self- 
defense  under  article  51  of  the  United  Nations  Charter."  Secretary 
General  Waldheim,  in  response,  directed  messages  to  the  Cambodians 
in  Plmom  Penh  and  Peking  and  to  the  United  States.  At  approxi- 
mately 7  p.m.  on  May  14,  he  released  a  statement  that  he  had  com- 
municated with  the  Cambodians  and  the  United  States  and  appealed 
to  both  governments  "to  refrain  from  further  acts  of  force  in  order 
to  facilitate  the  process  of  peaceful  settlement/'  According  to  U.N. 
records,  the  Secretary  General  did  not  receive  a  reply  from  the  Cam- 
bodians until  May  19. 

At  7 :07  p.m.  on  May  14,  at  almost  the  same  time  the  Marines  began 
landing  on  Koh  Tang,  the  Phnom  Penh  domestic  radio  broadcast 
a  message  in  Cambodian.  The  following  extract  is  from  a  summary  of 
the  broadcast,  which  was  available  in  Washington  shortly  after  8  p.m. 

*  *  *  [the  royal  government]  will  order  the  Mayaguez  to 
withdraw  from  Cambodian  territorial  waters  and  will  warn  it 
against  further  espionage  or  provocative  activities.  This  ap- 
plies to  the  Mayaguez  or  any  other  ships  like  the  ship  flying 
the  Panama  flag  which  we  released  on  May  9, 1975. 

Administration  officials  stated  that,  since  the  Cambodian  message 
made  no  specific  mention  of  the  crew,  there  was  no  firm  basis  upon 
which  to  halt  U.S.  military  actions.  (The  original  White  House 
statement  of  May  12  (see  p.  66)  similarly  referred  only  to  the  ship  and 
did  not  mention  the  crew.)  In  response,  the  White  House  issued  a 
press  release  at  9 :15  p.m.  which  acknowledged  receipt  of  the  broadcast 
and  stated : 

As  you  know,  we  have  seized  the  ship.  As  soon  as  you  issue 
a  statement  that  you  are  prepared  to  release  the  crew  members 
you  hold  unconditionally  and  immediately,  we  will  promptly 
cease  military  operations. 

Unbeknown  to  the  United  States,  the  crew  had  been  released  at  ap- 
proximately the  same  time  as  the  Cambodian  broadcast  and  were 
aboard  a  Thai  fishing  boat  enroute  toward  the  Mayaguez.  when  the 
White  House  released  this  statement.  Later  on  May  14,  Ambassador 
Scali  sent  a  letter  to  the  President  of  the  U.N.  Security  Council  stat- 
ing that  the  United  States  had  "taken  certain  appropriate  measures 
under  Article  51  *  *  *  to  achieve  the  release  of  the  vessel  and  its 
crew." 

Administration  officials  have  stated  that  the  diplomatic  messages 
intended  for  the  Cambodians  did  not  include  a  time  deadline  but  did 
denote  an  immediate  time  frame  for  the  release  of  the  ship  and  its 
crew.  We  were  unable  to  confirm  that  the  diplomatic  messages  to  the 
Cambodians  did  not  include  a  deadline  because  the  Department  of 
State  refused  to  release  these  documents.  Regardless  of  whether  the 
United  States  communicated  a  specific  time  deadline,  U.S.  decision- 
makers judged  that  the  Cambodians  had  received  the  U.S.  messages 
and  had  had  sufficient  time  to  respond  before  the  orders  were  issued 
to  begin  the  Marine  assault  and  mainland  bombing. 
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diplomatic  options  war  used 

Administration  officials  stated  that  the  United  State-  took  the  most 
effective  means  of  communicating — through  the  People'-  Republic  <>i' 
China  and  directly  with  the  Cambodians  in  Peking.  According  to  the 
tarj  of  State,  the  absence  of  any  communications  from  the  Cam- 
bodians or  any  other  source  precluded  a  diplomatic  solution.  No 
government  except  the  Chinese  appeared  to  have  diplomatic  in- 
fluence with  the  new  Cambodian  I  rovernment  Administration  officials 
told  us  that  the  Chinese  Link  for  communicating  with  the  Cambodians 
had  been  successfully  used  before. 

During  our  review  we  explored  several  other  options  which  were 
available  at  the  time. 

I  Sontacting  Cambodians  in  Phnom  Penh  directly. 
— Contacting  Cambodian  representatives  in  Pari- and  Moscow. 
— Enlisting  the  diplomatic  assistance  of  governments  other  than 
the  Chinese. 

With  respect  to  the  first  option,  the  Secretary  of  State  and  the  White 
House  stated  that  the  United  State-  broadcast  it >  response  to  the  Cam- 
bodian message  of  May  11  directly  into  Cambodia.  The  'White  House 
Press  Secretary  stated  that  the  United  States  broadcast  its  response 
on  a  radio  frequency  "we  knew  would  be  monitored"  in  Cambodia. 
When  releasing  the  text  of  the  U.S.  response  to  the  press,  he  stated 
that  the  United  States  did  not  know  if  this  route  was  sufficiently  last 
and  that  the  news  channels  might  be  the  fastest  way  for  the  un- 
to get  through.  On  May  10.  the  Secretary  of  State  -aid  that  the  United 
Mates  took  "drastic  communications  measures"  and  broadcast  the 
r.s.  statement  directly  into  Cambodia.  However,  we  found  no  evi- 
dence that  the  United  States  did  directly  broadcast  its  response  to 
Cambodia.  There  were,  during  the  incident,  a  number  of  Voice  of 
America  broadcasts  in  Khmer  (the  Cambodian  language),  and  in 
September  1975  a  ranking  Cambodian  official  claimed  that  Phnom 
Penh's  first  knowledge  of  the  seizure  was  through  "the  American 
broadcasts."  There  were,  however,  no  Voice  of  America  Khmer  lan- 
guage broadcasts  from  the  time  the  Phnom  Penh  radio  broadcast  was 
available  in  Washington  (8:00  p.m.,  May  14)  and  the  time  the 
Mayague2  and  its  crew  were  recovered. 

With  respect  to  the  options  of  contacting  Cambodian  representatives 
in  Paris  and  Moscow  or  seeking  the  diplomatic  assistance  of  govern- 
ments other  than  the  Chinese,  the  Department  of  State  said  that  the 
People's  Republic  of  China  was  the  only  country  which  might  have  had 
official  representatives  in  Phnom  Penh  at  the  time  and  that  there  was 
n<>  reason  to  believe  that  the  new  government's  personnel  in  Paris  or 
Moscow  were  accredited  diplomatic  representatives  or  had  rapid 
means  of  communication  with  Phnom  Penh.  The  Department's  view 
was  that,  given  the  severe  time  constraints,  it  had  taken  all  effective 
diplomatic  action. 

We  agree  that  the  Department  of  State  took  the  most  reasonable 
and  direct  route  to  reach  the  Cambodian  authorities  (other  than  at- 
tempting direct  contact  with  Phnom  Penh).  However,  given  the 
situation  that  Cambodia  was  almost  totally  cut  off  from  communica 
tions  with  the  outside  world,  extra  efforts  to  communicate  with  the 
( 'ambodian  authorit ies  might  have  been  warranted.  Such  efforts  might 
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not  have  produced  positive  results,  but  if  they  had  been  made  simul- 
taneously with  the  diplomatic  initiatives  which  were  attempted,  there 
should  not  have  been  any  lost  time. 

Little  weight  appears  to  have  been  given  to  a  report  almost  14  hours 
before  the  Marine  assault,  from  a  U.S.  Embassy  in  a  Middle  Eastern 
country  that  a  third-country  official  had  learned  from  a  senior  [secu- 
rity deletion]  diplomat  that  his  government  was  using  its  influence 
with  Cambodia  and  expected  the  Mayaguez  to  be  released  soon.  The 
report  indicated  that  this  [security  deletion]  source  knew  that  an 
officer  from  the  [security  deletion]  had  called  on  the  [security  dele- 
tion] Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  the  preceding  day.  The  Department 
of  State  commented  that  this  was  an  unevaluated  report  of  question- 
able validity  and  that  it  contradicted  the  [security  deletion]  refusal 
in  Washington  to  relay  a  message  from  the  U.S.  Government  to  the 
Cambodians.  We  found  no  evidence  that  the  Department  attempted  to 
verify  this  report. 

GAO  was  unable  to  determine  the  content  of  the  U.S.  messages 
delivered  in  Peking  because  the  Department  of  State  refused  to  re- 
lease these  documents. 

DIPLOMATIC   IMPACT 

During  the  incident,  the  United  States  did  not  consult  with  other 
governments  but  did,  concurrent  with  the  Marine  assault,  inform 
governments  throughout  the  world  of  its  position.  On  the  evening 
of  May  14,  the  State  Department  phoned  various  embassies  in  Wash- 
ington with  a  message  stating  in  part  that  the  United  States  was 
"taking  appropriate  military  action  to  secure  the  release  of  the  ship 
and  its  crew  and  to  assure  the  success  of  the  operation."  After  the  ship 
and  crew  had  been  recovered,  the  State  Department  instructed  all  U.S. 
diplomatic  posts  to  "inform  local  officials  at  the  highest  appropriate 
level"  of  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  seizure,  military  action 
against  Cambodia,  and  recovery  of  the  ship  and  its  crew.  Reports 
from  a  few  Missions,  however,  indicated  uncertainty  as  to  whether  the 
Mayaguez  was  seized  in  international  or  Cambodian  territorial  waters. 
Therefore,  on  May  19  the  State  Department  instructed  all  U.S. 
diplomatic  posts  that  if  there  was  any  reason  to  believe  a  host  govern- 
ment was  unclear  on  this  issue  the  post  should  provide  clarification  of 
the  U.S.  position  that  the  ship  was  in  international  waters. 

In  general,  U.S.  diplomatic  posts  reported  that  most  host  govern- 
ments reacted  favorably  to  U.S.  actions.  The  most  serious  adverse 
reaction  was  in  Thailand,  whose  government  formally  protested  the 
use  of  Thai  territory  for  U.S.  military  actions.  The  United  States,  in 
response,  expressed  regrets  over  the  misunderstandings  that  had  arisen 
between  Thailand  and  the  United  States  "in  regard  to  the  temporary 
placement  of  marines  at  Utapao  to  assist  in  the  recovery  of  the  SS 
Mayaguez."  The  U.S.  diplomatic  note  satisfied  the  Thai  Government. 

Chapter  4. — Consultation  With  the  Congress 

Section  3  of  the  War  Powers  Resolution  requires  that  "The  Presi- 
dent in  every  possible  instance  shall  consult  with  Congress  before 
introducing  U.S.  Armed  Forces  into  hostilities  or  into  situations 
where  imminent  involvement  in  hostilities  is  clearly  indicated  by 
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the  circumstances  *  *  '  The  term  "consult"  indicates  clear  con- 
rional  intent  thai  the  President  is  to  do  more  than  inform  the 
Congress  of  decisions  he  has  already  made  and  excuses  him  from  prior 
consultation  only  when  instances  of  Buch  extreme  emergency  make  it 
impossible  to  consult  in  advance.  The  report  accompanying  the  i 
inal  Elouse  bill,  made  it  clear  that  consultation  was  not  : 

Synonymous  with  merely  1  >*  -  i  1 1  «_r  informed.  Rather,  consult! 

tion  in  this  provision  means  that  a  decision  is  pending  on  a 
problem  and  that  Members  of  Congress  are  being  asked  by 

the   President    for  their  advice  and  opinions  and.  in  appro- 
priate circumstances  their  approval  of  action  contemplated. 

Furthermore,  for  consultation  to  be  meaningful,  the  President  him- 
self  must    participate   and   all    information   relevant    to  the  situation 

must  he  made  availahle. 

The  following  contacts  were  made  by  the  President,  his  staff,  and 
executive  branch  officials  with  the  Congress  during  the  unfolding  of 

the  Mayaguez  incident.  There  may  have  been  other  contact-  of  an  in- 
formal nature  for  which  there  is  no  record. 

May  13  (6:60  p.m.-ll  p.m.). — At  the  direction  of  the  Presi- 
dent, White  House  staff  officers  contacted  1<>  I  [ouse  and  1 1  Senate1 
Members  regarding  military  measures  the  President  had  directed 
to  prevent  the  Mayaguez  and  it>  crew  from  U'ini:  transferred 
to  the  Cambodian  mainland  and  to  prevent  Cambodian  reinforce- 
ment of  Koh  Tang. 

May  l'i  ( 1 1  :!■'  '/.//<.-  IJ  „.). — 11  House  and  11  Senate  Members 
were  contacted  and  informed  that  .">  Cambodian  patrol  craft  had 
been  sunk  and  4  others  immobilized  in  an  effort  to  prevent  removal 
of  the  Mayagiu  z  crew  to  the  mainland. 

May  l'i  (.!  p.m.--')  p.m.). — Briefing  of  Elouse  International 
Relations  Committee  by  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for 
Bast  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs  and  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  International  Security  A  Hairs.  Briefing  of  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  by  Legal  Advisor,  Office  of  Chair- 
man, Joint  Chief-  of  Staff,  and  Acting  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State  for  East  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs.  Briefing  of  Elouse  Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee  on  the  Department  of  Defense  hy 
National  Intelligence  Officer  for  South  and  Southeast  Asia,  Cen- 
tral Intelligence  Agency.  Briefing  of  House  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  by  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  East  Asian 
and  Pacific  Affairs. 

May  14  (6:30  p.m.). — The  President,  at  a  meeting  in  the  White 
House  Cabinet  Room,  personally  briefed  the  congressional  leader- 
ship on  his  specific  orders  for  the  recapture  of  the  ship  and  crew. 
Administration  sources   indicated   that,  after  White   House  .-tail' 
officers  had  contacted  Members  of  Congress  on  May  L3  and  the  morn- 
ing of  May  14,  each  individual  view  of  those  Members  was  communi- 
cated to  the  President.  Also,  according  to  the  State  I  department  Legal 

Advisor,  at   the  meeting  between  the  President   and  the  congressional 

leadership  on  May  11.  an  active  exchange  of  views  occurred  concern- 
ing the  operations  that  had  already  taken  place  and.  with  one  excep- 
tion, no  objection  was  expressed  by  the  congressional  leadership  about 
the  military  operations  that  were  to  take  place  later  on  the  evening  of 

May   11. 
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Certain  of  those  Members  of  Congress  who  were  "consulted"  on  both 
May  13  and  May  14  have  stated  that  the  President  merely  informed 
them  of  decisions  already  made.  However,  there  was  sufficient  time  to 
consult  in  a  more  meaningful  manner.  It  is  clear,  moreover,  that  the 
"active  exchange  of  views"  between  the  President  and  congressional 
leadership  on  May  14  began  about  iy2  hours  after  the  "execute"  orders 
had  been  given  for  the  Marine  assault  on  Koh  Tang,  to  retake  the 
Mayaguez,  and  to  make  the  air  strikes  on  the  Cambodian  mainland. 
An  additional  concern  that  may  be  raised  is  that,  at  the  briefings  of 
the  various  committees  on  May  14,  there  were  no  administration  offi- 
cials who  had  been  in  on  the  decisionmaking  process. 

The  available  evidence  suggests  less  than  full  compliance  with  sec- 
tion 3.  Due  to  the  ambiguity  of  this  section,  and  without  more  defini- 
tive guidelines  than  are  present  in  the  legislative  history  of  that 
section,  we  cannot  say  that  in  the  situation  surrounding  the  rescue  of 
the  Mayaguez  crew,  the  President  failed  to  comply  with  section  3  of 
the  War  Powers  Resolution. 

Section  4  of  the  War  Powers  Resolution  requires  the  President  to 
report  to  the  Congress  within  48  hours  the  basis  for.  facts  surrounding, 
and  estimated  duration  of  the  introduction  of  U.S.  Armed  Forces  in 
three  types  of  situations.  In  compliance  with  section  4.  deliveries  of  the 
President's  written  report  were  made  to  the  offices  of  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  and  the  President  Pro  tempore  of  the  Senate  at  approxi- 
mately 2 :30  a.m.  on  May  15,  about  4  hours  before  the  expiration  of 
the  48-hour  period. 

We  are  presently  undertaking  an  inquiry  into  the  flow  of  informa- 
tion from  the  executive  branch  to  the  Congress  during  the  unfolding 
of  international  crises.  It  appears  that  the  flow  of  such  information 
could  certainly  be  improved;  it  is  also  possible  that  the  War  Powers 
Resolution  should  be  amended  so  that,  for  crises  involving  actual  or 
potential  use  of  U.S.  Forces  in  hostilities,  the  consultation  provision 
might  be  made  more  specific  as  to  precisely  who  in  the  Congress  is 
to  be  informed,  under  what  circumstances,  and  through  what  means. 

Chapter  5. — I3Iplemextatiox  of  Military  Actioxs 

U.S.  military  involvement  in  the  Mayaguez  incident  progressed 
from  collecting  information  through  military  reconnaissance  and  other 
means  to  assembling  sufficient  military  assets  in  the  Gulf  of  Thailand 
which  would  permit  recovery  of  the  ship  and  crew  to  identifying 
military  options  and  recommendations  for  the  President  to  implemen- 
tation of  the  selected  options. 

U.S.  military  strategy  was  to  : 

1.  locate  the  Mayaguez, 

2.  prevent  further  movement  of  the  ship, 

3.  isolate  Koh  Tang  to  prevent  movement  of  the  crew  or  rein- 
forcement of  the  island,  and 

4.  retake  the  Mayaguez  and  rescue  the  crew  believed  to  be  on 
Koh  Tang  (targets  on  the  mainland  were  bombed  to  protect 
U.S.  Forces). 

The  military  actions  discussed  in  this  chapter  were  implemented 
under  a  perceived  need  for  quick  action.  One  Defense  official  told  us 
that  Cambodia  was  believed  to  be  acting  to  embarrass  the  United 
States  and  its  prime  motive  was  to  gain  control  of  American  prisoners 
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of  war  to  use  for  various  purposes.  The  United  State-  had  to  res] 
quickly  to  recover  the  crev?  because  it  was  believed  thai  once  they 
were  moved  to  the  Cambodian  ma  in  la  in  I  their  recovery  by  force  would 
.! remery  difficult.  Another  1  defense  official  told  us  that  if  the  crew 
had  reached  the  Cambodian  mainland,  a  diplomatic  solution  similar 
to  the  negotiations  to  secure  the  release  of  the  Pueblo  crew  would 
have  been  about  the  only  alternative.  The  Pueblo  negotiations  are 
widely  considered  a  humiliating  experience  for  the  United  States. 

i;i  <  <>\  \  OSS  \\'  i 

At  5:12  a.m.  on  May  L2,  the  Defense  Department's  National  Mili- 
tary ( Command  ( "enter  received  not  ification  of  the  seizure  and  discussed 

the  report  with  the  Pacific  Command  in  Hawaii  at  5:34  a. in.  Almost 
2  hours  later,  at  7  :-*»<>  a.m..  the  Center  directed  the  Pacific  Command 
to  launch  a  reconnaissance  aircraft  from  Utapao,  Thailand,  to  obtain 
a  photographic,  visual,  or  radar  fix  on  the  ship  and  it >  armed  escort. 
It  was  not  until  i*:.'.?  a.m.  (nighttime  in  Cambodia),  however,  that 
the  first  reconnaissance  plane,  a  P -■:>  at  Utapao,  was  launched.  The 
question  arises  as  to  why  almosl  5  hours  elapsed  before  this  elementary 
action  was  undertaken. 

Although  the  Mayaguez  was  only  moved  a  short  distance  from  the 
point  of  seizure  during  this  5  hour.-,  the  delay  in  launching  aircraft 
could  have  considerably  increased  the  potential  search  area  for  recon- 
naissance and  the  vessel  could  have  been  moved  to  the  Cambodian 
mainland. 

Defense  has  stated  that,  a-  soon  as  the  report  of  the  seizure  was 
received,  the  requirement  to  locate  the  vessel  was  immediately  D 
nized  and  the  process  -tailed.  The  Thailand-based  P  3  was  not  kept 
on  alert,  so  it  had  to  he  readied,  the  crew  briefed,  the  mission  planned, 
and  all  other  pretakeoll'  activities  completed.  Given  the  situation,  Iv- 
fense  said  that  the  aircraft  was  launched  in  remarkable  time.1 

According  to  I  defense,  the  P-3  was  the  proper  crafl  to  assign  to  this 
mission  because  of  its  unique  capabilities.  A  P  3  is  a  large,  propeller- 
driven  aircraft  specially  equipped  for  Long-range  surveillance.  Jet 
fighters  were  initially  considered  for  reconnaissance  hut  were  rejected 
due  to  their  lack  of  staying  power  and  the  fact  that  their  use  might 
have  been  interpreted  a-  a  military  signal.  Unlike  the  P-3,  however, 
jet  aircraft  were  on  alert  in  Thailand  and  could  have  been  quickly 
launched.  Other  aircraft  in  Thailand  were  also  available  for  and  suited 
to  such  a  reconnaissance  mission.  For  example,  the  AC  L30,  which 
provided  coverage  after  the  Mayaguez  was  located,  is  specifically 
equipped  to  operate  at  night. 

Although  other  aircraft   in  Thailand  probably  could  have  been 

launched  sooner,  the  local  U.S.  command  had  no  operational  authority 
to  launch  aircraft  for  reconnaissance  purposes  closer  than  12  miles 
imbodian  territory.  [  Security  delet  ion.  |  Approval  for  the  launch 
of  reconnaissance  aircraft  into  Cambodian  airspace  originated  in  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  I  lefens 


1  A  P  ::  aircraft  In  tho  Philippines  was  on  ronrly  nlort  but  tho  flying  tlmo  to  tho  vicinity 
ol  the  seison  wai  aboo.1  I  hours.  The  flying  time  from  Otapao,  bowerer,  was  only  •*«' 
mlnul 
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Defense  acknowledged  the  need  to  improve  the  process  of  initiating 
reconnaissance  but  did  not  identify  any  specific  steps  being  imple- 
mented. It  did  emphasize  that  because  of  the  sensitive  political  situa- 
tion in  Southeast  Asia  action  in  that  part  of  the  world  was  initiated 
with  extreme  caution. 

LOCATING   THE    CREW 

Both  during  and  after  the  Mayaguez  crisis,  executive  branch  officials 
stressed  the  uncertainty  that  existed  over  the  crew's  location.  It  was 
believed  possible  that  some  crew  members  might  be  on  the  Mayaguez, 
on  Koh  Tang,  and  on  the  Cambodian  mainland. 

There  was  evidence  that  American  prisoners  were  to  be  moved  to 
Koh  Tang  Island  by  the  Cambodians.  There  were  visual  reports  that 
possible  Caucasians  had  been  taken  off  the  Mayaguez  and  that  person- 
nel were  being  transferred  to  Koh  Tang.  About  12  hours  later,  there 
were  additional  visual  reports  that  "30— iO  people  on  decision  thought 
possible  to  be  Caucasian"  had  been  taken  to  the  Cambodian  mainland. 
We  saw  no  evidence  which  indicated  that  any  crew  members  were  still 
aboard  the  Mayaguez. 

Available  information 

The  first  U.S.  reconnaissance  aircraft  arrived  on  the  scene  at  about 
10:30  a.m.  (nighttime  in  Cambodia).  It  identified  a  ship  of  the  same 
class  but  could  not  positively  identify  the  Mayaguez.  At  9  :16  p.m. 
(daylight  in  Cambodia)  the  third  U.S.  reconnaissance  aircraft  on  the 
scene  positively  identified  the  Mayaguez.  It  was  "dead"  in  the  water 
at  Poulo  Wai  Island,  60  miles  from  the  Cambodian  mainland  and  only 
several  miles  from  where  it  was  boarded.  From  this  time  forward,  the 
Mayaguez  was  under  continuous  aerial  surveillance. 

Several  hours  later,  at  about  2:30  a.m.  on  May  13,  reconnaissance 
aircraft  reported  that  the  Mayaguez  was  dead  in  the  water  at  Koh 
Tang,  approximately  30  miles  from  Poulo  Wai.  The  Mayaguez 
remained  dead  in  the  water,  1  mile  off  Koh  Tang  Island,  until  recap- 
tured on  May  14. 

Between  5  :54  a.m.  and  8  :27  a.m.  on  May  13  (dusk  in  Cambodia) ,  the 
local  U.S.  command  filed  six  situation  reports  on  the  location  of  the 
Mayaguez  crew  based  on  oral  reports  of  visual  sightings  by  U.S.  air- 
craft. At  5  :54  a.m.,  the  command  reported  "smaller  vessels  now  tied 
up  to  Mayaguez  and  a  ladder  over  starboard  side  of  Mayaguez." 
Approximately  30  minutes  later,  two  reports  stated  that  two  boats 
which  had  been  tied  up  to  the  Mayaguez  were  moving  toward  Koh 
Tang  Island — one  had  "a  lot  of  people  on  board,"  and  the  other,  a 
small  fishing-type  vessel,  "appears  to  have  Caucasian  personnel  on 
board."  Two  subsequent  reports  indicated  that  "personnel  are  disem- 
barking on  island"  and  "two  small  boats  offloading  personnel  on  island 
and  they  are  moving  toward  interior  of  island."  An  8 :27  a.m.,  report 
concluded  that  "all  personnel  appear  to  have  been  transferred  to 
island.  Both  small  boats  are  at  island." 

We  were  not  able  to  determine  why  the  local  command  reached  this 
conclusion.  Defense  was  not  able  to* locate  the  written  debriefings  of 
pilots  who  observed  Caucasians  being  transferred.  After  his  release,  the 
Mayaguez  captain  indicated  that  the  crew  had  never  set  foot  on  Koh 
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g  Island  hut.  until  being  transferred  to  the  mainland,  had 
held  captive  aboard  two  fishing  vessels  docked  Beveral  hundred  yards 
otT  the  beach. 

For  about  the  next   12  hours,  there  wi  ral  reportfl  of  small 

boats   moving   between   the   May  ague  2   and   the   island   and    v< 
anchored  Beveral  hundred  yards  off  the  beach.  Reconnaissance  aircraft 
observed  the  movement  01  only  a  handful  of  people  during  this  time 

period. 

Prom  approximately  6:80  p.m.  to  11 :15  p.m.  on  May  L3  (daylight 
in  Cambodia),  U.S.  jet  fighters  observed  and  attempted  to  turn  around 
five  boats  headed  from  Koh  Tang  toward  the  Cambodian  mainland. 
Three  boats  were  successfully  forced  hack  to  Koh  Tang;  one  hoat  sank 
when  ordnance  directed  at  its  rudder  caused  a  fire;  the  fifth  hoat 

bed  as  a  10-foot  fishing  vess  ntually  docked  in  Kompong 

Som  harbor  at  11:15  p.m.  Despite  repeated  warning  shots  and  os 
riot  control  agents,  this  fishing  hoat  refused  to  return  to  Koh  Tang. 

In  an  attempt  to  determine  who  was  on  the  hoat.  U.S.  jots  made 
repeated  visual  reconnaissance  passes  at  low  altitudes  (between  100 
and  300  feet)  and  at  minimum  safe  air  speeds  1  about  450  mph),  which 
permitted  only  brief  looks  at  the  boat,  The  information  obtained  by 
pilots  was  passed  to  the  on-scene  commander — a  C-130  aircraft  acting 
as  an  airborne  battlefield  command  and  control  center — which  in  turn 
relayed  the  information  to  the  [security  deletion].  A-  far  as  we  were 
able  to  determine,  only  one  aircrew  included  information  from  their 
visual  reconnaissance  passes  in  a  written  report.-'  This  report  indicated 
that  the  hoat  was  carrying  "30-40  people  on  decision  thought  possible 
to  he  Caucasian." 

Because  many  of  the  pilot's  verbal  reports  were  not  put  in  writing, 
Defense  cooperated  by  identifying  and  setting  up  interviews  with  its 
personnel  involved  in  visual  reconnaissance  of  this  particular  fishing 
hoat."  The  pilots  we  interviewed  indicated  that  there  was  no  way  of 
determining  for  certain  that  any  of  the  people  on  this  hoat  were  mem- 
bers of  the  May  agues  crew  hut  that  its  passengers  appeared  to  he 
Caucasian. 

Details  ahout  why  Caucasians  were  suspected  of  being  aboard  the 
fishing  hoat  apparently  never  reached  Thailand.  Hawaii,  or  Washing- 
ton. A  Defense  official  told  us  that  even  at  low  altitudes  and  -low  air 
speeds,  a  jet  pilot  could  not  distinguish  a  Caucasian  from  an  oriental. 
Such  an  assignment  was  both  unprecedented  and  difficult.  Neverthe- 
less, the  pilot>  observed  that  the  majority  of  passengers  visible  on 
the  boat's  deck  appeared  too  large  to  be  orientals,  no  weapons  were 
visible,  passengers'  clothing  was  brightly  colored  or  white,  and 
appeared  unusual — a  black  turtleneck,  yellow  slickers,  and  they  were 
not  fired  at  from  the  fishing  boat.  However,  they  were  not  able  t< 
with  100  percent  certainty  that  the  30  to  40  passengers  were  Caucasian 
or  members  of  the  Mayaguez  crew.  We  have  seen  no  indications  that 
these  details  reached  higher  level  decisionmakers.  Defense  officials  we 
interviewed  knew  only  that  jet  pilot-  were  not  able  to  Bay  for  certain 
whether  there  were  or  were  not  Caucasians  aboard  the  boat. 

Some  Defense  officials  in  Hawaii  and  Washington  told  us  that  only 
a  few  possible  Caucasians  were  believed  to  have  l>een  taken  to  the  niain- 


:.\ir    Fnrro    intelllcpnor   officers    debrief   an    aircrew    after   a    miB8lOD    and    file    an    open 
tlonal  report,  known  ns  an  opreji 
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land.  The  Secretary  of  State  said  that  a  substantial  number  of  crew- 
men were  believed  to  be  on  Koh  Tang.  Both  the  Pacific  Command  and 
the  Department  of  State  published  documents  indicating  thai  a  small 
number  of  possible  Caucasians  had  been  taken  to  the  mainland;  the 
Command  reported  8  to  9,  State  reported  6  to  8. 

Neither  the  pilots  nor  airborne  battlefield  command  and  control 
center  personnel  we  interviewed  recall  hearing  of  or  making  an  esti- 
mate of  6  to  9  Caucasians  aboard  the  boat.  The  consensus — from  vari- 
ous pilots  involved  in  low  passes  over  the  fishing  boat — was  that  there 
were  30  to  40  people  on  the  deck ;  several  interviewees  stated  that  there 
was  no  specific  estimate  as  to  how  many  of  these  were  possible  Cau- 
casians. Two  individuals,  however,  said  they  reported  that  all  the 
people  on  the  deck  were  possible  Caucasians.  Command  and  control 
center  personnel  stated  that  the  estimate  of  10  survivors  from  a  sunken 
Cambodian  patrol  boat  may  have  been  confused  with  the  report  made 
at  about  the  same  time  that  there  were  possible  Caucasians  aboard  the 
fishing  vessel. 

In  retrospect,  the  information  collected  by  pilots  under  difficult 
circumstances  appears  to  have  been  accurate  but  to  have  been  incom- 
pletely or  inaccurately  passed  to  decisionmakers. 

Defense  stated  that  their  information  was  not  inaccurate  or  inten- 
tionally changed,  although  some  details  were  undoubtedly  omitted  or 
inadvertently  altered.  More  specifically,  Defense  states  that  the  de- 
tailed observations  of  pilots  concerning  the  suspected  Caucasians  were 
passed  via  secure  phone  to  Washington.  Our  review  indicates  that 
reports  prepared  in  Washington  and  Hawaii  on  the  number  of  Cau- 
casians believed  to  have  been  taken  to  the  mainland  were  inaccurate. 
We  saw  no  evidence  that  several  details,  which  lend  credence  to  an 
interpretation  that  a  large  portion  of  the  crew  was  taken  to  the  main- 
land ever  reached  military  command  centers.  Our  observations  are 
based  on  extensive  interviews  with  officials  at  all  levels  of  the  chain  of 
command.  Contrary  to  the  Defense  assertion,  we  believe  there  is  no 
way  to  determine  the  impact  that  accurate  or  more  complete  informa- 
tion would  have  had  on  the  decisionmakers'  assessment  of  the  situation 
or  on  their  final  decisions. 

Defense  stated  that,  once  the  fishing  boat  docked  at  Kompong  Som 
harbor,  it  was  believed  any  further  action  would  be  unproductive  in 
the  light  of  more  pressing  requirements  at  Koh  Tang  where  the  major- 
ity of  crewmen  were  thought  to  be.  Although  continued  reconnaissance 
in  the  area  was  directed,  the  fishing  boat  was  not  designated  as  a 
target  of  significant  interest.  The  airborne  battlefield  command  and 
control  center,  which  ordered  U.S.  jets  to  maintain  contact  with  the 
fishing  vessel  as  it  approached  the  mainland,  had  no  authority  to  direct 
aircraft  to  fly  over  the  mainland.  U.S.  jets  lost  visual  contact  with  the 
boat  as  it  docked  in  Kompong  Som  harbor.  When  the  command  and 
control  center  asked  if  U.S.  jets  should  follow  the  boat  into  the  harbor, 
the  local  U.S.  command  replied  that  U.S.  aircraft  should  "keep  their 
feet  wet," — not  fly  over  Cambodia. 

Defense  indicated  that  turning  back  the  boat  that  had  possible  Cau- 
casians aboard  was  the  paramount  task,  not  identifying  the  passen- 
gers. It  believed  the  crew  would  be  lost  once  they  entered  the  harbor. 
However,  isolating  Koh  Tang  would  have  little  meaning  if  the  crew 
had  been  transferred  to  the  mainland. 


\\'.  •  seen  qo  evidence  indicating  that  any  of  the  crewmen  f 
still  aboard  the  Mayaguez.  The  available  information  both  visual 
and  other — seemed  to  indicate  that  the  crew  had  probably  been  moved 
elsewhere.  In  addition,  the  stack  temperature  <>t'  the  Mayaguet  had 
been  steadily  decreasing  since  the  ship  was  first  reported  dead  in  the 
water  at  Koh  Tang.  An  increasing  stack  temperature  might  indicate 
preparation  t<>  move  the  ship  and  such  movement  would  probably 
require  the  presence  of  crew  members.  From  the  time  the  fishing  ves 
sel  carrying  possible  Caucasians  reached  Kompong  Som  until  the  com- 
mencement of  Q.S.  military  operations  to  recover  the  crew,  there  were 
no  reports  of  people  boarding  or  leaving  the  Mayagxu 

Numerous  Defense  officials  told  us  that  the  weight  of  the  evidence 
suggested  that  a  large  portion  <>f  the  crew  ws&  on  Koh  Tang  Island. 
GAu  believes  that  there  is  no  logical  reason  for  attaching  more  relia- 
bility to  a  visual  report  of  possible  Caucasians  being  transferred  to 
Koh  Tang  than  to  a  similar  report  of  o<>  to  H>  people  thought  to  he 
,l>le  Caucasians  being  taken  to  the  mainland. 

Some  defense  officials  also  noted  that  considerable  emphasis  was 
placed  on  the  evidence  that  the  American  prisoners  were  to  he  moved 

to  Koh  Tang  Island  by  the  Cambodians.  There  were  visual  report- 
that  possible  Caucasians  had  been  taken  off  the  Mayaguee  and  that 
personnel  were  being  transferred  to  Koh  Tang.  However,  a  subse- 
quent report  of  possible  Caucasians  on  a  fishing  vessel  might  sag 

that  after  initially  being  taken  to  Koh  Tang,  members  of  the  crew 
were  being  moved  again-  this  time  to  the  mainland.  One  of  the  first 
reports  on  the  seizure  indicated  that  the  Mayaguez  was  being  taken 
to  the  Cambodian  mainland.  Cambodian  patrol  boats  were  attacked 
to  prevent  the  possible  movement  of  crew  members  to  the  mainland. 
The  M<nj<i<ni<  ;•  crew  consisted  of  40  people,  and  30  to  40  were  visible 
on  the  deck  of  the  fishing  vessel  that  reached  the  mainland,  more  people 
than  the  normal  complement  of  one  of  these  boats.  Thus,  one  might 
just  as  easily  conclude  that  the  weight  of  the  evidence  suggested  that 
most  or  all  of  the  crew  was  no  longeron  Koh  Tan<r. 

n  wrces  of  information  not  fully  used 


Despite  the  availability  of  various  assets  and  the  apparent  uncer- 
tainty concerning  the  location  of  the  Mayaguez  crew,  little  attempt 
appeal^  to  have  been  made  to  use  photography  of  other  means  to 
verify  report-  or  to  obtain  additional  information. 

Once  located,  the  MayagUi  :  and  the  area  around  Koh  Tang  were 
photographed  frequently.  Primary  coverage  was  provided  by  KF-4 
photo  reconnaissance  airvraft.  which  flew  a  total  of  L6  mis-ions — 1  on 
May  L3,  <*)  on  May  11.  1  on  May  L5,  and  '2  on  May  16 — and  took  an 
estimated  5,000  to  6,000  picture-.  In  addition,  a  high  altitude  air. •raft 
flew  one  photo  mission  on  May  13,  and  P  :')  aircraft  took  a  small  num- 
ber of  hand-held  photographs  at  the  outset  and  toward  the  end  of 
the  operation.  Unmanned  photo  drones  available  in  Thailand  were 
not  used  during  the  incident.  Although  only  a  small  number  of  photo- 
graphs reached  Washington  during  the  incident,  they  were  analyzed 
in  the  field. 


fense   keeps    trark   of   aircraft   missions   in   Oreonwlch    Mean   Time,   indicated   by   the 
use  of  tin-  letter  z.  ii'  .-i  mission  began  on  the  18th  z.  bol  terminated  on  the  14th  z.  it 

i<  recorded  as  having  taken  place  On  the  14th  Z. 
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RF-h  coverage 

On  the  evening  of  May  12,  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  requested  that 
RF-4  photo  coverage  of  Poulo  Wai  Island  be  made  at  the  first  avail- 
able light  in  Cambodia.  The  local  U.S.  command  received  these  in- 
structions via  a  non-secure  phone.  Command  personnel  told  us  that 
because  of  the  use  of  this  phone,  they  were  not  told  why  the  photo 
reconnaissance  was  being  requested  or  what  the  pilot  should  look  for. 
However,  Defense  made  available  to  us  messages  containing  specific 
instructions  which  we  were  told  should  have  arrived  prior  to  the  first 
photo  reconnaissance  flight.  The  mission  was  carried  out  while  the 
Mayaguez  was  still  dead  in  the  water  at  Poulo  Wai,  but  no  photos 
of  the  ship  were  obtained. 

Although  the  Commander  in  Chief,  Pacific  Command,  initially  im- 
posed minimum  altitudes — 6,000  feet  over  the  mainland,  4,500  feet 
over  the  islands — missions  were  subsequently  flown  as  low  as  1,000 
feet.  Some  missions  were  general  in  nature  and  aircraft  were  directed 
to  take  photos  along  a  pre-plotted  course  which  included  Kompong 
Som,  Ream,  Koh  Tang,  and  Poulo  Wai.  Other  missions  were  more 
specific  and  included  two  nighttime  missions  to  obtain  information 
on  the  distance  between  the  cargo  containers  aboard  the  Mayaguez 
and  the  relationship  of  the  Mayaguez  to  Koh  Tang  Island. 

RF-4  coverage  was  not  continuous.  For  example,  no  RF-4s  were 
in  the  area  when  the  Mayaguez  crew  was  believed  to  have  been  trans- 
ferred to  Koh  Tang.  However,  RF-4s  were  in  the  area  at  the  time 
the  fishing  vessel  suspected  of  carrying  Caucasians  left  Koh  Tang 
until  several  hours  after  it  reached  Kompong  Som. 

Defense  permitted  us  to  examine  film  that  had  been  analyzed  in 
Thailand  during  the  incident  to  verify  that  no  photos  were  obtained 
which  might  shed  light  on  the  whereabouts  of  the  Mayaguez  crew. 
Photo  interpreters  were  neither  informed  of  nor  asked  to  look  for  a 
fishing  boat  suspected  of  carrying  Caucasians.  After  the  Mayaguez 
incident,  the  film  was  forwarded  to  Washington  where  it  was 
examined  again,  but  not  primarily  to  determine  whether  the  fishing 
boat  had  been  photographed.  We  selected  approximately  1,000  photos 
taken  on  a  single  RF— 1  mission  at  about  the  time  the  fishing  boat 
reached  Kompong  Som.  Using  similar  photo  interpretation  equipment 
to  examine  the  film,  we  did  discover  a  picture  showing  a  lot  of  people 
on  the  deck  of  a  fishing  boat  lying  dead  in  the  water  near  Kompong 
Som  harbor.  Defense  photo  interpreters  analyzed  the  picture  and  con- 
firmed that  it  was  a  "fishing  boat  with  approximately  29  possible 
persons  on  deck."  The  boat  in  the  photo  had  "probable  boxes"  and 
drums  or  barrels  in  front  of  the  pilot  house,  as  did  the  fishing  boat 
from  which  the  Mayaguez  crew  was  eventually  recovered.  The  crew- 
men, after  their  recovery,  indicated  that  shortly  after  reaching  Kom- 
pong Som  harbor,  their  boat  was  moved  about  IV2  miles  down  the 
coast  where  it  anchored  50  yards  offshore. 

None  of  the  RF^s  in  the  area  at  the  time  were  directed  to  take 
photographs  of  a  fishing  vessel  at  this  location.  The  mission  of  the 
aircraft  which  obtained  this  picture  was  to  take  photographs  along  a 
pre-plotted  course  over  Kompong  Som,  Ream,  Poulo  Wai,  and  Koh 
Tang.  The  pilot  was  probably  not  aware  that  a  fishing  vessel  with 
possible  Caucasians  aboard  was  in  the  area. 
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The  photo  v.  D  from  an  altitude  of  al>out  10.000  foot.  Tho  un- 

enlarged  photo  is  on  p.  26.  The  altitude  and  the  camera  used,  among 

other  factors,  influence  the  detail  Been  in  a  photo  when  it  is  enlarged. 

27  -hows  the  photo  enlarged  40  times.  The  RF  I  that  took  this 

photo  was  also  carrying  a  camera  that   can  be  Used  at   an  altitude  as 

low  ;i  1 1.  which  would  result  in  a  picture  with  better  detail  and 

which  would  not   need  as  much  enlargement  since  the  scale  of  the 

I  being  photographed  is  larger.  I'aLr«'  28  is  an  RF   t  photo  of  the 

cen  at  an  altitude  of  between  1,500  t<>  2,000  feet  and  en- 

110  times.  Defense  has  indicated  that  the  existence  of  known  anti- 
aircraft    -ites    on    the    mainland    posed    a    risk    for    low    level    photo 
ce. 

We  wore  told  that  photo  interpreters  are  not      nor  should  they  be — 

kept  abreast  of  operational  developments.  Later,  Defense  indicated 
that  this  is  not  the  official  policy  of  the  Department.  Photo  interpreters 

confirmed  that  they  were  not  informed  that  a  fishing  vessel  with  ."><>  to 

40  people  thought  to  ho  possible  Caucasians  had  reached  Kompomg 
Som. 

Defense  stated  that  every  reasonable  effort  was  made  to  secure 
additional  information  on  all  aspects  of  the  incident,  through  photog- 
raphy or  other  mean-.  We  believe  that  the  facts  presented  in  our 
report  indicate  that  several  reasonable  opportunities  to  try  to  Lrain 
additional  information  on  the  crew  were  not  pursued.  Concerning  the 
photograph  we  discovered,  Defense  states  that  we  were  not  under  the 
time  constraints  imposed  by  the  incident  and  had  the  benefit  of  addi- 
tional photos  not  available  when  the  film  was  first  reviewed.  Our  dis- 
covery of  the  photo  of  the  fishing  boat  carrying  the  crew  was  made 
prior  to  our  access  to  this  .additional  Defense  photography.  The  addi- 
tional photography  was  used  to  persuade  Defense  that  the  photo  was 
probably  the  vessel  carrying  suspected  Caucasians.  Unlike  the  photo 
interpreters  who  first  examined  the  film,  we  were  aware  that  a  fishing 
boat  carrying  possible  Caucasians  had  reached  the  Cambodian  main- 
land. Some  Defense  officials  told  us  that  photo  interpreters  should  not 
be  kept  abreast  of  such  operational  developments.  Our  examination 
of  approximately  1,000  photos  and  discovery  of  the  particular  photo- 
graph took  approximately  1  hour. 
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P-3  photography 

The  P-3  is  a  large  four-engine  aircraft  specially  equipped  for  long 
range  surveillance  missions.  Its  equipment  includes  stabilized  binocu- 
lars, observation  portholes,  and  fixed  and  hand-held  cameras.  It  car- 
ries approximately  12  crewmen.  Because  of  its  size,  manner  of  carry- 
ing fuel,  and  slow  air  speed,  the  P-3  is  vulnerable  to  ground  fire.  Wo 
were  told,  however,  that  a  hand-held  photograph  taken  at  a  low  alti- 
tude from  a  P-3  probably  would  have  been  the  best  way  to  obtain 
photographic  evidence  of  the  location  of  the  Mayagmz  crew. 
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The  original  mis-ion  of  the  P  8  was  to  maintain  visual  contact  with 
it    upon  arrival   <>f  Air   PoiOe    jete,  this  missioi)   WM 

changed  without  specific  directive  to  one  of  monitoring  and  providing 

information  for  Navy  Ufl 

Defense  officials  >a i<l  that  because  of  the  risk  to  crew  and  aircraft, 
would  not  have  been  directed  to  fly  Host-  in  to  the  fishing  boat 
ted  of  carrying  Caucasians  and  beading  toward  the  Cambodian 

mainland.  Pilots  of  Air  Force   jets,  however,  indicated  that  the  boat 

not  firing  at  the  [J.S.  jet-  flying  overhead.  Given  the  inability  of 

jot  aircraft   pilot-  to  positively  identify  the  occupants  on  the  deck  of 

the  fishing  vessel,  a  -lower  aircraft  flying  at  a  reasonably  low  altitude 
might  have  been  able  to  obtain  better  visual  and  photographic  intelli- 
gence. The  I'--",  was  used  in  tin-  manner  approximately  24  hour-  later. 
Shortly  after  10:00  p.m.  on  May  1  1.  a  P  :'»  was  tasked  by  the  Airborne 
Battlefield   Command   and   Control   Center  to   investigate  :i   boat   ap- 
proaching Koh  Tang  from  the  mainland.  The  aircraft  made  repeated 
68  at  the  vessel-    each  at  lower  altitudes — and  the  aircrew  deter- 
mined that  they  were  not   lxiinLr  tired  upon.  They  were  then  able  to 
observe  at  an  alt  itude  below  1,000  feet  that  the  boat  wa-  carrying  about 
IU<  asians  waving  white  flairs.  The  aircrew  took  a  hand-held  photo 
of  the  boat    which  confirmed  their  visual   reconnaissance.    (See  next 
)  This  board  wa-  the  same  one  that  had  brought  the  Mayaguez 
crew  to  the  mainland. 

Defense  stated  that  there  could  be  no  assurance  that  the  fishing 
boat  would  not  fire  at  the  -lower,  lower  flying  P-3  and  that  the  stabi- 
lizer of  a  P-3  had  been  damaged  earlier  in  the  incident.  Our  report 
points  out  that  a  P-3  was  used  later  in  the  incident  to  fly  low  and 
slow  over  the  same  fishing  boat,  when  also  there  wa-  no  assurance  it 
would  not  draw  hostile  fire. 

Air  Force  drones 

A  drone  is  an  unmanned  aircraft  equipped  with  high  resolution 
cameras  and  i>  designed  to  take  photographs  at  low  altitude-  in  a  hos- 
tile environment.  It  is  launched  by  a  specially  equipped  C-130  and 
fliesalon<ra  pre-programed  route. 

During  the  Mayaguez  crisis,  a  drone  unit  was  stationed  hi  the  area. 
Defense  indicated  that  the  use  of  drones  was  considered  but  rejected  be- 
cause (1)  at  lea-t  24  hour-  were  required  to  make  it  operational,  (-) 
the  air  space  was  already  densely  saturated  with  other  aircraft,  and 
(3)  the  drone's  flight  route  must  be  pre-programed  so  its  success 
against  moving  targets  cannot  be  assured. 
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We  recognize  these  difficulties,  but  drone-,  by  their  nature,  obviously 
would  have  provided  a  Less  risky  way  of  attempting  to  obtain  photo- 
graphic evidence  on  the  crew's  location-  ■information  which  was  not 
obtained  with  any  certainty  by  other  mean.-.  They  might  also  have 
provided  more  detailed  information  about  Koh  Tang  [aland. 

Defense  stated  thai  a  helicopter  would  have  been  the  best  aircraft 
with  which  to  try  to  identity  the  Mayaguez  crew.  At  8:20  p.m.  on 
May  L3,  tin'  tii>t  Cambodian  patrol  craft  was  sunk.  D.S.  aircraft  re- 
ported that  there  were  1<>  SUrvivoW  in  a  life  raft.  A  U.S.  search  and 
rescue  helicopter  was  in  the  area  about  •-'  hour-  later— at  l":-Jl  p.m. 
This  was  approximately  55  minutes  before  the  fishing  boat  susp 
of  carrying  Caucasians  docked  at  Kompong  Som.  I  Fse  of  the  helicopter 
to  obtain  more  positive  identification  of  the  possible  Caucasians  was 
not  considered,  partly  because  the  helicopter  was  not  believed  to  have 
been  in  the  vicinity  at  that  time.  Defense  ha-  stressed  the  ri>ks  involved 
in  usiner  a  helicopter  in  this  manner. 

According  to  Defense,  the  search  and  rescue  helicopter  was  involved 
in  another  mi— ion  and  would  have  involved  too  great  a  risk.  The 
other  mission  was  to  look  for  survivors  from  a  sunken  Cambodian 
patrol  boat.  The  survivors  were  not  located.  The  risk  to  the  helicopter 
crew  could  have  been  weighed  against  the  information  that  the  fishing 
l>oat  was  not  firing  upon  any  aircraft. 

MILITARY    CHAIN    OP    COMMAND 

The  President,  as  Commander  in  Chief  of  the  Armed  Force-,  made 
the  ultimate  decisions  on  military  actions  to  secure  the  release  of  the 
Mayaguez  and  its  crew,  presumably  after  options  had  been  presented 
and  discussed  by  the  various  members  of  the  National  Security  Coun- 
cil. Members  of  the  Council  included  the  President  and  Vice  President 
and  Secretaries  of  State  and  Defense.  The  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Stall'  and  the  Director  of  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
are  statutory  advisers.  There  were,  however,  additional  participants 
and/or  substitutes  for  certain  statutory  members  at  the  four  Council 
meetings  on  May  12,  13,  and  L4,  L975. 

The  chain  of  command  (  see  p.  85  )  went  from  the  Nat  ional  ( Command 
Authority  (the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense),  through 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Stall'  to  the  Commander  in  Chief,  Pacific 
(CINCPAC),  who  had  planning  and  operational  responsibility  for 
the  entire  operation. 

CIXCPAC  control  operated  somewhat  differently  over  each  of  the 
three  military  services  involved  in  the  Mayaguez  operation.  Basically, 
however,  orders  went  from  CINCPAC  t<>  the  local  l.S.  command 
which  directed  the  operation-  and  reported  to  CINCPAC.  It  was  the 
local  command  that  was  asked  to  develop  the  plan  for  the  rescue  opera 
tion  to  be  undertaken  at  first  light  on  May  l.'».  Cambodian  time. 

CIXCPAC  exercised  control  over  Naval  operations  through  the 
CIXCPAC  Fleet  and  the  7th  Fleet.  CIXCPAC1  Fleet .  however,  exer 
cised  no  operational  command  over  the   Naval  unit-  involved   in  the 
Mayaguez  operation     the  Q.S.S.  Holt,  the  I'.S.s.   Wilson,  and  the 
Coral  Sea  Croup,   [ts  responsibility  was  to  train,  equip,  provide,  ad- 
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minister,  and  discipline  the  forces  involved.  In  short,  it  acted  in  sup- 
port of  specific  tasks  given  by  the  local  U.S.  command.  .Military  per- 
sonnel noted  that  no  requests  made  by  the  local  command  were  denied 
by  the  CIXCPAC  Fleet  during  the  Mayaqw  z  operal  ion. 

Although  Marines  are  normally  under  Navy  control,  once  the 
Marine  Task  Group  arrived  in  Utapao,  it  was  under  the  operational 
control  of  the  local  U.S.  command.  The  local. command's  orders  went 
down  to  the  Commander  of  Marine  Task  Group  and,  once  Marine 
operations  began,  to  the  Marine  Assault  Commander  and  the  head  of 
the  Mayaguez  boarding  party. 

For  the  air  forces  involved,  the  chain  of  command  went  from 
CIXCPAC  to  the  local  U.S.  command  which  was  headed  by  the  same 
individual  who  headed  the  7th  Air  Force  [security  deletion]  then  to 
the  four  operating  wings. 

The  airborne  battlefield  command  and  control  center  received  orders 
from  the  local  U.S.  command  and  had  no  authority  of  its  own.  Rather, 
it  served  as  a  coordinating  function  and  was  used  especially  as  a  com- 
munications link  between  the  local  U.S.  command  and  the  various 
military  units  with  which  it  could  communicate  directly. 

COMMUNICATIONS     NETWORK 

The  communications  network  used  during  the  Mayaguez  incident 
demonstrates  Washington  decisionmakers'  control  over  events  halfway 
around  the  world.  The  rapidity  of  communications  tends  to  encourage 
central  direction,  and  during  the  incident,  the  communications  network 
was  used  to  exercise  close  control  over  the  use  of  force.  For  example, 
rapid  communications  permitted  the  President  to  decide  whether  to 
attack  a  vessel  heading  toward  the  mainland  which  was  suspected  of 
carrying  Mayaguez  crew  members,  and  at  a  later  point  in  the  incident. 
to  cancel  and  then  reinstate  the  initial  air  strikes  against  Kompong 
Som. 

[Security  deletion.] 
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Despite  the  shorter  distances  involved,  the  local  U.S.  command  was 
not  able  to  communicate  directly  with  U.S.  Forces  in  the  vicinity 
of  Koli  Tang,  nor  were  communication-  always  a-  speedy  or  clear  as 
those  with  Washington.  The  use  of  on-scene  C-130  communications 
relay  aircraft  provided  some  relief  from  the  otherwise  formidable 
task  facing  the  local  U.S.  command  in  tying  together  Marin* 
Utapao,  Thailand,  and  on  the  island  of  Koh  Tang  with  supporting 
air  and  sea  force: — a  task  further  complicated  by  the  fact  that  Marines 
on  the  island  were  not  able  to  direct  supporting  air  strikes  because  they 
had  lost  necessary  communication-  equipment  when  an  assault  heli- 
copter was  downed  during  the  landing. 
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Defense  did  not  allow  us  access  t<>  the  military  option-  and  recom- 
mendations prepared  for  the  President.  Document-  made  available  did 
identify  some  plans  and  indicated  what  forces  were  readied,  and  it 

seems  reasonable  to  conclude  that  these  plan-  and  the  for.. 

hied,  as  outlined  below,  provided  the  ha-is   for  military  options  and 

recommendatioi 
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10:19  a.m.,  May  12 — the  destroyer  escort  U.S.S.  Holt,  located  about 

100  miles  from  the  Philippines,  set  sail  for  the  seizure  area.  The 
U.S.S.  Vega,  a  refrigerator  cargo  ship,  followed  75  miles  behind  the 
Holt.  Estimated  time  of  arrival  of  the  Holt  was  12  noon  on  May  14. 
2:12  p.m., May  12— CINCPAC  Fleel  directed  an  Amphibious  Ready 
Group,  a  configuration  of  Naval  vessels  designed  to  support  a  Marine 
amphibious  assault,  to  prepare  to  proceed  to  the  scene.  At  the  time,  the 
helicopter  carrier  U.S.S.  Okinawa  was  on  its  way  to  Okinawa  :  it  was 
ordered  to  sail  to  the  Philippines  to  reconstitute  an  Amphibious  Ready 
Group.  The  U.S.S.  Okinawa  was  scheduled  to  set  sail  for  the  seizure 
area  at  6  a.m.  on  May  15  and  to  arrive  at  11  p.m.  on  May  15. 


LOCATION  OF  U.S.  FORCES 

ON 
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I  p.m..  May  12    tin-  aircraft  carrier  I  .S.S.  (        'Sea  and  escorts 
(including  three  destroyers)  changed  course  and  proceeded  at 
Bpeed  for  the  seizure  area     about  950  miles  away.  The  estimated  time 
of  arrival  of  t  be  t  v      w  as  8  a.m.  on  May  15.  At  i  he  same  t  ime,  the 

guided  missile  destroyer  LJ.S.S.  Wilson  was  also  en  route.  The  Wihon^ 
which  had  been  on  its  way  to  the  Philippines,  was  expected  to  arrive 
off  Koh  Tang  at  1 1  p.m.  on  May  14, 

j  p.m..  May  L2     preparations  were  underway  for  the  possible 

>f  mines  to  prevent  reinforcement  from  the  mainland.  Personnel 

aboard  the  carrier  Q.S.S.  1  s    i  were  involved  in  planning  for 

the  mining  of  Kompong  Soin. 

1  a.m..  May  18—4 IINCPA4 '  directed  the  Eoli  to  be  prepared  to 
seize  or  disable  the  Mayaguez  upon  arrive  on  the  scene. 

12:10  p.m..  May  L3  the  Joint  Chief s  of  Staff  ordered  all  available 
helicopters,  L25  Thailand  based  U.S.  Air  Force  security  police,  and 

two  Marine  platoons  of  about    LOO  men  in  the  Philippines  to  I'tapao. 

The  Air  Force  security  police  were  prepared  for  insertion  aboard  the 
Mayagu*  i  as  early  as  6:45  p.m.  on  May  L3.  However,  the  local  r.s. 
command  recommended  that  seizure  of  the  Mayagtu  :  be  delayed  until 
the  arrival  of  two  platoons  of  Marines  from  the  Philippines.  If 
ordered,  they  could  be  inserted  at  8:50  p.m.  on  May  L3. 

3:12  p.m..'  May  L3— the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  directed  ahout  L,000 
Marines  to  move  from  Okinawa.  toTJtapao.  In  a  message  toCINCPAC 
senl  at  3:55  p.m.  on  May  L3,  the  local  I'.S.  command  reported  thai  the 

soonest    these   Marines  could   he   inserted  on    Koh  Tang  W8J&  x  :  1 5  a.m. 

on  May  14,  (evening  in  Cambodia).  However,  the  message  continued 
that: 

a  night  insert  ion  into  strange  terrain  and  unknown  conditions 

at  the  slow  buildup  rate  of  approximately  200  troops  every 
4  hours  which  is  dictated  by  the  number  of  available  chopper- 
and  long  enroute  time  is  tactically  questionable. 

Instead,  the  local  command  recommended  that  if  a  landing  on  Koh 
Tang  continued  to  be  necessary,  it  should  be  planned  for  dawn  on 
May  15,  ( lambodian  time. 

7:10  p.m..  May  13 — the  CLS.S.  Hancock  and  escorts  were  ordered 
to  sail  from  the  Philippines  to  Koh  Tang.  Tin4  Hancock,  which  had 
been  involved  in  the  Pnnom  Pehh  evacuation,  had  about  14  Marine 
helicopters  and  400  Marines  aboard.  It  set  sail  at  2 :00  a.m.  on  May  11 
but  was  not  scheduled  to  arrive  off  Kompong  Som  until  6:00  a.m. 
on  May  16. 

9:32  a.m..  May  14 — B-52  bombers  in  Guam  were  tasked  to  prepare 
for  possible  strikes  against  the  Cambodian  mainland.  At  5:55  p.m.  on 
May  1  1.  they  were  placed  on  1  -hour  alert . 

About  1 1  a.m..  May  14 — the  local  U.S.  command  was  asked  whether 
Thai-based  rather  than  Coral  Sea-based  jets  could  be  used  over  Koh 
Tang.  The  local  command  believed  that  the  risks  of  such  a  plan  were 

too  great.  Shortly  thereafter,  the  Group  was  told  to  use  aircraft  from 
[  security  delei  ion  |  over  Koh  Tang. 

PLANA  I  xo    I'm.    RE8<  i  1     '  OPERATION 

At    12:48   a.m.  on    May    11.    following  the   third    National   Security 

Council  meeting,  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Stall'  gave  subordinate  com- 
manders the  following  planning  guidance. 
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At  first  light  15  May  [late  afternoon  of  the  14th  in  Wash- 
ington] U.S.  Forces  will  be  prepared  to  secure  Koh  Tang 
Island  and  simultaneously  board  the  May  agues.  Also  plan  for 
strikes  against  Kompong  Som  complex  using  B-52's  from 

Guam  and  Tacair  from  the  U.S.S.  t  'ami  Sea. 

With  this  guidance,  the  local  U.S.  command  was  requested  to 
draft  a  plan  setting  out  the  details  for  the  military  operations — num- 
ber of  helicopters,  Marine  landing  rate,  provisions  for  combat  support, 
and  command  and  control  procedures. 

Planning  for  the  assault  of  Koh  Tang  began  early  morning 
May  14 — about  15  hours  before  Marines  boarded  helicopters  in  antici- 
pation of  the  President's  order  to  begin  the  operation.  The  commander 
of  the  Marine  Task  Group  arrived  at  Utapao,  on  the  initial  flight  from 
Okinawa,  at  about  10 :30  p.m.  on  May  13.  For  the  next  several  hours, 
the  available  Marine  forces  were  on  alert  for  possible  orders  to  seize 
the  Mayaguez.  By  about  3  a.m.  on  May  14,  the  entire  1,000-man 
battalion,  had  arrived.  Several  hours  later,  the  local  command  in- 
formed the  commander  of  the  Marine  Task  Group  of  the  decision  to 
retake  the  Mayaguez  and  assault  Koh  Tang  and  instructed  the  com- 
mander to  prepare  plans  for  the  assault.  The  mission  was  to  capture 
the  Mayaguez  and  seize  Koh  Tang  and  hold  it  for  up  to  48  hours  if 
required.  Implicit  in  the  mission  was  to  locate  any  members  of  the 
Mayaguez  crew  on  the  island.  The  only  restriction  placed  on  the 
operation  was  that  there  would  be  no  preparatory  fire  to  soften  up  the 
island.  It  was  felt  that  such  fire  could  result  in  the  death  of  Mayaguez 
crew  members.  However,  jet  aircraft  suppressive  fire  was  authorized 
to  begin  as  soon  as  the  Marines  arrived.  The  next  12  hours  saw  a 
frenzy  of  activity. 

The  only  map  of  Koh  Tang  available  at  Utapao  was  an  enlarge- 
ment of  an  April  IT  photograph  of  the  island,  and  it  was  not  detailed 
enough  for  planning  purposes.  Consequently.  Marine  Corps  personnel 
were  given  permission  to  overfly  Koh  Tang  Island.  Although  permis- 
sion was  requested  to  fly  at  a  low  altitude,  the  observation  aircraft 
used  was  instructed  to  stay  above  6,000  feet.  Visual  reconnaissance  from 
this  altitude  was  difficult  because  of  the  heavy  foliage  on  the  island. 
There  was  no  visible  activity.  The  overflight  revealed  only  two  possible 
areas  on  the  island  large  enough  to  accommodate  several  helicopters 
at  a  time  without  initial  preparation  of  the  landing  zone. 

Photos  of  Koh  Tang  from  missions  flown  after  the  seizure  of  the 
Mayaguez  were  not  available  at  Utapao  until  several  hours  before  the 
assault  force  boarded  the  helicopters.  These  photos  revealed  the 
existence  of  a  possible  antiaircraft  site  near  the  eastern  landing  zone 
(point  C  on  map  on  p.  93) .  The  commander  of  the  Marine  Task  Group 
requested  that  this  site  be  destroyed  prior  to  the  arrival  of  the  assault 
force.  However,  this  was  not  done.  Defense  was  unable  to  verify  such 
a  request  but  does  not  indicate  that  no  such  request  was  made.  Defense 
states  that  the  destruction  of  the  site  would  have  had  to  be  weighed 
against  the  potential  risk  to  the  crew  believed  to  be  on  Koh  Tang.  Our 
report  points  out  that  firing  on  enemy  positions,  which  began  as  soon 
as  helicopters  arrived  over  Koh  Tang,  posed  a  similar  risk  to  the  crew. 

In  addition  to  collecting  information  about  Koh  Tang  and  selecting 
landing  zones,  the  best  use  of  the  11  available  helicopters  had  to  be 
determined.  Each  helicopter  could  carry  about  25  fully  equipped 
Marines.   The  round  trip   flight  from  Utapao  to  Koh   Tang  took 
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4  hours.  Thus,  after  the  arrival  of  t  1m-  first  wave  of  Marines  it  would  be 
1  hours  before  reinforcements  could  be  brought  in.  The  information 
available  at  (Jtapao  indicated  that  the  Mayagui  .  crew  was  probably 
not  aboard  the  Mayaguez.  Three  helicopters  with  about  60  personnel 
aboard  were  allocated  for  boarding  and  retaking  the  M  .  The 

initial  assault  on  Koh  Tang  was  assigned  to  17.'.  Marines  aooard  the 
remaining  s  helicopters.  The  plans  provided  that  \  hours  later  about 
L0  helicopters  would  return  with  an  additional  250  Marines,  bringing 
the  total  number  of  Marines  on  Koh  Tang  to  125.  Additional  waves 
were  available  if  necessary.  Bringing  only  L75  personnel  in  the  first 
wave  was  felt  to  be  a  reasonable  risk,  given  the  Marines  understanding 
of  L8  to  20  ( lambodian  irregulars  on  Koh  Tang. 

The  only  element  in  the  Marine  Task  Group  plan  that  was  changed 
by  higher  authorities  was  the  timing  of  the  seizure  of  the  ship  and 
tin'  island.  The  Marines  recommended  a  simultaneous  landing  on  the 
Mayaguez  and  Koh  Tang.  CINCPAC  directed  that  Marine-  he  put 
aboard  the  Holt  and  that  the  Holt  be  brought  alongside  the  Mayagux  .:. 

As  a  result  the  Landings  on  the  ship  and  the  island  were  not  simulta- 
neous. CINCPAC  explained  that  the  change  was  made  heeause  it  was 

not  known  whether  any  Cambodians  were  on  the  Mayaguez.  It  was 
simpler,  and  less  risky  to  board  the  Mayaguez  from  the  Holt  than 

from  t  he  helicopter-. 

Many  other  decisions  were  made  by  the  Marine  planners  in  the  brief 
period  of  time  before  the  assault,  including: 

— The  BLU-82 — the  largest   U.S.  conventional  bomb — would  not 

be  used  unless  requested  by  the  assault  commander. 
— Riot  control  agents  would  be  employed  against  the  M oyagUi .: 
before  putting  Marines  aboard,  but  not  against  the  Koh  Tang 
landing  area. 
— Cambodian    Linguists,    a    doctor,    and    an    explosive    ordnance 
specialist  would  accompany  the  assault  force. 
At  12  noon  on  May  14,  the  Marine4  assault  plan  was  relayed  verbally 
to  the  local  U.S.  command  and  approved.  Due  to  insufficient  time  and 
the    physical    separation    between   the   local   U.S.   command    and   the 
Marines  at  Utapao,  no  written  detailed  operational  plan  of  the  Marine 
Landing  was  prepared.  One  of  the  items  in  a  written  operational  plan 
would  have  been  the  expected  enemy  threat. 

The  local  U.S.  command  view  was  that  the  Marine-  knew  the  task, 
their  own  capabilities  and  limitations,  had  the  advantage  of  first-hand 
observation  of  the  objective  area  from  an  observation  aircraft  and 
were  the  best  qualified  and  proper  unit  to  plan  the  Landing  and  ground 
maneuvers  they  would  have  to  execute.  The  Marine  assault   plan   WM 

considered  "gutsy."  The  Local  U.S.  command,  which  had  a  co- 
ordinating role  during  the  incident,  incorporated  the  Marine  assault 

plan   into  an   overall  concept   plan   for  the  operation.  This   plan   was 

received  in  Washington  at   1:30  p.m.  on  May  ll.  and  approved,  as 
modified  by  CINCPAC. 
On  May  L2,  the  day  of  the  seizure,  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency 

assembled   the    following   information   on    Khmer  Communist    forces. 

which  were  believed  to  have  previously  reinforced  Koh  Tang.  Possibly 
L60  to  200  Khmer  Communists  were  on  the  island,  armed  with  82  mm 
mortars;  76  mm  recoiless  rifles;  30-caliber,  7.62-mm,  and   12.7  mm 
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machineguns;  and  B40/41  rocket  propelled  grenade  launchers.  Also, 
the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  estimated  thai  : 

1.  An  additional  1,500  to  2,000  Khmer  Communist  were  in  the 
Kompong  Som/Ream  area. 

2.  There  were  24  to  28  Khmer  Communist  naval  craft  armed  with 
3-inch  guns,  20/40-mm  antiaircraft  weapons,  and  50-caliber, 
7.62-mm,  12.7-mm  machine  guns. 

3.  An  unknown  number  of  23/37-mm  AAA  weapons  were  at 
known  sites  at  Keani  Airfield. 

4.  There  were  a  small  number  of  T-28,  AU-24,  AC-47,  and  helo 
gunships  with  unknown  operational  status  and  locations. 

Late  in  the  afternoon  of  May  13,  Intelligence  Pacific  in  Hawaii 
issued  its  estimate  of  Khmer  Communist  strength  on  Koh  Tang — a 
maximum  force  of  90  to  100,  reinforced  by  a  heavy  weapons  squad  of 
10  to  15. 

We  were  told  that  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  in  Washington 
and  Intelligence  Pacific  in  Hawaii  coordinated  their  respective  intel- 
ligence estimates.  They  were  in  frequent  contact  during  the  crisis.  How- 
ever, apparently  their  estimates  were  not  reconciled.  It  appears  that 
the  Intelligence  Pacific  assessment  reached  the  local  U.S.  command 
about  5  to  6  hours  before  the  assault;  we  saw  no  evidence  that  the 
Defense  Intelligence  Agency  estimate  of  150  to  200  Khmer  Com- 
munists was  also  transmitted  to  the  local  command. 

We  found  that  the  preceding  estimates  of  Cambodian  military 
forces,  one  of  which  was  formulated  as  early  as  May  12,  the  day  of  the 
seizure,  did  not  reach  the  Marine  assault  forces.  Defense  officials  told 
us  that  the  Intelligence  Pacific  estimate  was  communicated  verbally 
and  in  written  form.  Nevertheless,  key  Marine  Corps  personnel  in- 
volved in  planning  and  carrying  out  the  assault  told  us  that  the  esti- 
mates available  to  them  indicated  there  were  only  18  to  20  Cambodian 
irregulars  and  their  families  on  Koh  Tang.  From  reports  of  numerous 
Cambodian  patrol  craft  in  the  vicinity  of  Koh  Tang  and  evidence  of 
anti-aircraft  sites  Marine  assault  personnel  concluded  that  the  intel- 
ligence estimates  available  to  them  were  probably  inaccurate.  There- 
fore for  planning  purposes  they  assumed  that  there  were  possibly  100 
people  on  Koh  Tang,  including  women  and  children.  On  May  17,  2 
days  after  they  were  recovered  from  Koh  Tang,  officers  in  charge  of 
the  Marine  assault  force  saw  accurate  pre-assault  estimates  of  Khmer 
Communist  strength  for  the  first  time.  Assault  personnel  have  esti- 
mated that  there  were  actually  about  150  Khmer  Communists  on  Koh 
Tang.  We  were  not  able  to  determine  why  the  pre-assault  estimates 
did  not  reach  Marine  assault  personnel.  We  were  told  by  Marine 
assault  personnel  that,  had  the  more  accurate  information  been  avail- 
able, the  assault  would  have  been  conducted  more  covertly. 

Defense  maintained  that  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  and 
Intelligence  Pacific  did  agree  on  the  nature  of  the  probable  opposition, 
and  in  retrospect  their  force  estimates  appear  to  be  quite  accurate. 
However,  Defense  did  not  address  our  statement  that  these  estimates — 
which  differed  widely — were  not  reconciled.  Defense  acknowledged 
that  these  more  accurate  esimates  did  not  reach  the  assault  force  com- 
mander. CIXCPAC  has  subsequently  established  a  feedback  system 
designed  to  ensure  acknowledgment  of  critical  intelligence  by  all 
concerned  commands. 
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Military  risks  are  assessed  at  each  level  of  the  military  chain  of 
command  Bach  command  level  presents  its  assessments  to  the  next 
svel. 
ii'-  Command  and  local  [J.S.  command  officials  told  us  that  they 
believed  the  risks  involved  in  the  Marine  assault  on  Koh  Tang 

nable  risks.  Tlieir  assessments  were  apparently  based  on   Entel- 
ligence  Pacific  est  imates  of  Khmer  ( Jommunist  >t  rength  on  Blob  Tang, 
Similarly,  Marine  Corps  officers  who  actually  participated  in  the 
assault  stated  that,  from  the  intelligence  available  to  them  at  the  tune. 
the  assault   plan  involved  a  reasonable  risk.  However,  their  u 
ment  of  the  risk  was  based  on  a  substantially  different  estimat 
Cambodian  strength  on  Koh  Tang.  We  recognise  that  prudent  men 
may  differ  in  their  assessment  of  a  reasonable  risk.  However,  we  be- 
that  these  differences  should  be  based  on  differences  of  judg- 
ment,  not   differences  of   fact   ffiyep   the  availability  of  differing 
intelligence  estimates  at  various  levels  of  the  chain  of  command  and 
the  apparent  lack  of  a  coordinated  intelligence  appraisal,  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  understand  how  an  accurate  assessment  of  risks  could  be  made. 
Defense  assured  lis  that  "the  military  risks  involved,  a  wide  range 

of  option-,  appropriateness  <d*  force-  and  all  other  aspects  of  the  op- 
eration were  considered  by  higher  authority  before  arriving  at  the 
selected  course  of  act  ion  and  decision."  I  defense  was  unable  to  provide 
ii-  with  any  documents  prepared  before  the  start  of  operations  to 
seize  the  Mayaguez  and  Koh  Tang  that  assessed  the  military  risks  of 
such  action-. 

CARRYING    OUT   THE    RESCUE   OPERATION 

The  execute  order  to  seize  the  M<nj<iqu<  ;  and  assault  Koh  Tang  was 
given  at  4:4.~>  p.m.  on  May  11  (just  before  first  light  on  May  U)  in 
Cambodia).  About  20  minutes  Later,  the  President  authorized  bomb- 
ing of  the  Cambodian  mainland. 

Helicopters  carrying  the  Marine  assault  force  began  to  arrive  over 
Koh  Tang  at  about  7:1<>  p.m.  on  May  14.  Of  the  eight  helicopters 
in  the  first  wave,  three  crashed,  two  were  disabled,  and  three  were 
undamaged.  The  plan  was  to  land  six  helicopters  in  the  eastern  Land- 
ing zone  and  two  in  the  western  Landing  zone.  Under  intense  ground 
fire  only  about  109  of  the  L75  Marines  were  actually  landed.  The 
majority  of  the  force  \va-  split  into  a  group  of  <'»()  (point  A  on  map 
on  p.  93)  and  a  group  of  "_!'>  (point  \\  on  map)  on  the  west  side  of 
the  island.  A  third  group  of  20  Marines  \va-  isolated  in  the  fa-tern 
landing  zone  (point  C  on  map).  The  assault  force  realized  that  rein- 
forcements COUld  not  be  Landed  for  at  least  1  hours.  SO  it  attempted 
to  link  up. 

At  about  the  same  time  that  the  Marine-  began  Landing  on  Koh 
Tang,  a  force  of  about  Is  Marine-  and  L2  other  personnel  were  trans- 
ferred from  helicopters  to  the  CJ.S.S.  Holt  Shortly  before  the  HoU 
pulled  alongside  the  May  agues.  V '.S.  aircraft  dropped  riot  control 
agents  on  the  merchant   vessel.  Marines  boarded  the  vessel  at  about 

8:25    p.m.    No   one    wa-    found    on    the   M '  <i yagUi  I   and    the    vcs.-el    was 
declared  secure  at   !>  :22  p.m. 

On  dune  20,  Defense  pave  the  House  Armed  Service-  Commitl 
narrative  description  of  the  Mayaguez  related  military  operation-.  It 
indicated  that  at  about  midnight  on  May  II  the  order  was  given  t<> 
cease  all  offensive  operations  and  to  begin  to  withdraw.  At  that  time. 
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the  ground  force  commander  requested  additional  forces  in  order  to 
provide  sufficient  firepower  for  a  successful  withdrawal  under  fire. 
At  12:08  a.m.  on  May  L5,  after  augmentation  by  a  portion  of  the 
second  wave,  the  Marines  were  reported  in  good  position  with  the 
opposition  forced  back.  At  1  :21  a.m.  a  second  helicopter  from  tin 
ond  assault  wave  was  hit  at  the  island  and,  along  with  two  of  the 
helicopters,  returned  to  Utapao  without  disembarking  the  Marines. 

KOH  TANG   RESCUE   OPERATION 


S.S.  MAYAGUEZJ 


U.S.S.  HOLT2 


U.S.S.  WILSON1 

A      LANDING  SITE  OF  COMMAND  GROUP  OF  29  PERSONNEL 
B      LANDING  SITE  OF  GROUP  OF  60  PERSONNEL 
C      LANDING  SITE  OF  GROUP  OF  20  PERSONNEL 


Dl    D2    D3     DOWNED  HELICOPTERS 

1  THE  DESTROYER  U.S.S.  WILSON  PROVIDED  GUNFIRE 
DURING  THE  MARINE  ASSAULT 

2  THE  p\>SlTlo6  OF  THE  DESTROYER    U.S.S.  HOLT 
AFTER  MAYAGUEZ  CREW  HAD  BEEN  RESCUED 

THE  POSITION  OF  THE  S.S.  MAYAGUEZ  WHEN 
THE  MARINE  ASSAULT  BEGAN 


NORTH 


We  found  that  the  sequence  of  events  concerning  the  arrival  of  the 
second  wave  of  Marines  is  out  of  order  in  the  above  description. 

The  second  wave  of  Marines  had  been  scheduled  to  land  on  Koh 
Tang  at  11  :00  p.m.  At  that  time,  the  Marine  assault  commander  on 
the  island  learned  that  the  reinforcements  had  not  yet  left  Utapao. 
He  informed  the  Airborne  Battlefield  Command  and  Control  Center 
that  additional  forces  were  definitely  required.  At  this  time  he  was 
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not  aware  that  the  crew  had  been  recovered,  and  be  was  working 
under  the  assumption  that  the  mission  was  -till  to  capture  the  island 
and  locate  possible  ere*  members.  Short  ly  therea  ft  it.  the  second  wave 
of  Marines  departed  for  Koh  Tang. 

At  about   11  p.m..  the  entire  Mayagtu  a  crew  was  reported  aboard 
the  U.S.S.  WiU     .  The  local  I'.S.  command  asked  for  metructao 
should  the  assault  against  Koh  Tang  be  continued  or  should  the  Ma 
rines  be  withdrawn)  At  12:10  a.m.  on  May  i;>.  the  Secretary  of  1  »•• 
fense  directed  that  efforts  he  made  to  extract  the  Marines  without 
further  casualties.  Several  minutes  earlier,  the  assault  force  wai 
ported  to  l»c  in  a  good  position   with  tin-  opposition   forced  hack. 
CINCPAC  was  advised  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  at  l :_':•_'<>  a.m.  on 
May  l.*»  that  there  was  no  commitment  to  keep  the  Marines  on  the 
island  or  to  capture  it  and  that  an  extraction  plan  should  he  pre 

pared.  The  local  U.S.  command  was  ordered  not  to  land  additional 
Marino  on  Koh  Tang.  The  commander  of  the  Marine  Task  Group 
at  Utapao  heard  the  local  I'.S.  command  order  the  second  wave  of 

Marino  to  return  to  Thailand.   lie  argued  that   reinforcements  were 

asary  to  ensure  a  safe  extraction  of  the  assault   force.  The  local 

I'.S.  command  placed  the  helicopters  in  orbit  over  Koh  Tang  and 
requested  permission  to  land  the  second  wave;  the  request  was  ap- 
proved. At  li' :.'»<»  a.m..  the  Secretary  of  Defense  ordered  the  cessation 
of  all  offensive  operations  and  the  disengagement  of  all  force-  as  smu 
as  possible  consistent  with  safety  and  or  self-defense.  By  1  :'2\  a.m. — 
when  the  Marine  reinforcements  had  successfully  landed- -two  of  the 
three  Marine  groups  on  Koh  Tang  had  linked  up.  The  reinforcements 
told  the  Marine  assault  commander  that  the  Mayagm  i  crew  had  been 
recovered.  Although  the  commander  had  not  been  told  officially,  he 
assumed  that  the  continued  buildup  ashore  and  complete  seizure  of 
tiie  island  was  no  Longer  the  mission. 

During  the  last  part  of  the  Marine  extraction  from  Koh  Tang,  the 
local  I'.S.  command  was  directed  to  drop  a  BLU-82  bomb.  The 
BLU-82,  a  L5,000-pound  bomb,  is  the  Largest  non-nuclear  weapon,  in 
the  U.S.  arsenal. 

Three  of  the  bombs  were  airborne  during  the  Marine  assault  for 
use  during  any  contingency.  The  Marine  Task  Group  commander  was 
informed  that  the  BLU-S2  was  available,  but  he  asked  that  it  be 
used  only  when  requested  by  the  Koh  Tana'  assault  commander. 

The  assault  commander  had  not  requested  the  use  of  the  BLT*  82 
and  stated  that  he  was  not  informed  that  a  decision  had  been  made  to 
drop  the  weapon.  We  were  told  that  the  decision  to  use  the  weapon 
was   probably   made   in   Washington. 

The  BLU-82  was  expended  in  the  southern  end  of  Koh  Tang.  The 
enemy  was  observed  shifting  troops  from  one  area  to  another,  and 
it  was  surmised  that  the  purpose  might  be  to  bring  overwhelming 
force  to  bear  on  the  small  group  of  Marines  isolated  from  the  main 
body.    After  the   weapon   was  expended,  no  additional  enemy  troops 

were  observed  moving  their  positions.  The  weapon  was  expended 
under  the  control  of  the  forward  air  controller,  who  was  aware  of 
the  actual  sit  u  a  t  ion  on  Koh  Tang. 

The  question  arises  as  to  the  urgency  for  conducting  the  Marine 
assault  on  the  evening  of  May  11.  The  arrival  of  I'.S.  Naval  for..- 
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including  at  least  5  destroyers  and  an  aircraft  carrier — beginning  sev- 
eral hours  before  the  assault  should  have  permitted  the  successful 
cordoning  off  of  the  island  and  thus  prevented  the  further  movement 
of  any  crew  members  believed  to  be  held  on  Koh  Tang.  Defense  offi- 
cials have  not  cited  any  indications  that  Cambodia  was  preparing  to 
attack  U.S.  forces  assembling  in  the  area.  It  was  believed  that  Cam- 
bodia possessed  only  about  two  dozen  patrol  craft  in  the  area,  a  num- 
ber of  which  had  already  been  sunk.  The  few  Cambodian  aircraft  at 
Ream  were  outnumbered  by  U.S.  jets  on  the  scene. 

Were  there  any  military  advantages  in  postponing  the  assault?  A 
postponement  might  have  reduced  the  risks  involved.  Marine  Corps 
doctrine  calls  for  an  initial  three  to  one  superiority  over  enemy  forces. 
The  number  of  helicopters  available  in  Thailand  did  not  permit  the 
quick  landing  of  a  large  Marine  force.  We  were  told  that  additional 
helicopters  could  not  be  moved  more  quickly  from  other  locations  in 
the  Far  East  to  Thailand.  For  example,  one  Defense  official  told  us 
that  helicopters  were  not  quickly  transportable  via  C-5A.  However, 
the  U.S.S.  Coral  Sea,  which  was  near  Koh  Tang,  might  have  served 
as  a  platform  from  which  to  land  the  Marines  more  quickly.  In  ad- 
dition, helicopters  aboard  the  U.S.  Hancock — which  was  about  35 
hours  away  at  the  time  of  the  assault — would  have  doubled  the  num- 
ber of  helicopters  available. 

Postponement  of  the  operations  would  have  permitted  additional 
time  to  plan  the  assault.  Because  of  the  lack  of  time,  no  detailed  op- 
erational plan  for  the  Marine  assault  was  prepared.  A  formal  assault 
plan  would  have  listed  estimated  enemy  forces,  and  thus  might  have 
alerted  the  local  U.S.  command  to  the  fact  that  Marine  assault  plan- 
ners did  not  have  the  accurate  estimates  of  Cambodian  strength. 

A  delay  in  the  conduct  of  the  rescue  operation  would  have  per- 
mitted it  to  be  made  in  an  entirely  different  manner.  An  Amphibious 
Ready  Group  was  scheduled  to  set  sail  for  the  seizure  area  at  6  a.m. 
on  May  15  and  would  have  reached  the  Koh  Tang  area  at  11  p.m.  on 
May  17. 

The  further  question  arises  as  to  the  ability  of  any  assault  on  Koh 
Tang  to  achieve  the  release  of  Americans  believed  held  captive  there. 
Defense  personnel  told  us  that  the  rescue  operation  was  a  difficult 
assignment.  The  goal  of  safely  landing  the  assault  force  on  the  island 
was  in  direct  conflict  with  the  goal  of  ensuring  the  safety  of  pos- 
sible American  prisoners.  For  example,  bombardment  of  the  island 
before  the  arrival  of  the  Marines  might  have  reduced  the  risk  to 
the  assault  force  but  probably  would  have  increased  the  risk  to  any 
crew  members  there.  The  only  suitable  landing  zones  on  Koh  Tang 
were  in  the  area  where  Cambodian  forces  were  believed  to  be  con- 
centrated, and  where  it  seemed  likely  to  assume  Mayaguez  crew  mem- 
bers might  be  held.  Yet,  landing  in  this  area  probably  posed  the 
greatest  risk  both  to  the  assault  force  and  to  any  crew  members  who 
might  be  caught  in  the  midst  of  the  fighting.  At  the  same  time,  it 
could  be  argued  that  recovery  of  crew  members  might  be  facilitated 
if  the  Cambodians  could  be  quickly  overwhelmed.  Further  danger 
to  the  crew  was  posed  by  suppressive  fire  from  U.S.  jets  which  began 
as  soon  as  the  first  Marines  were  landed. 
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At  5:10  p.m.  on  May  11.  the  President  ordered  cyclic  strike  opera- 
tions^ from  the  [J.S.S.  '  d  Sea.  The  first  time  over  target  8:45 
p.m.--  coincided  with  the  est  [mated  recovery  of  the  Mayagw  .:•.  but  not 
with  the  assault  on  Koh  Tang  which  started  about  1 j  •_•  hours  earlier. 
The  first  flight  was  to  be  armed  reconnaissance,  having  as  principal 
targets  aircraft,  military  watercraft,  and  merchant  ships  positively 
Identified  as  ( Cambodian.  Subsequent  flights  were  ordered  to  use  maxi- 
mum precision  guided  ordnance  to  attack  military  targets  in  the  Kom- 

pong  Som   area. 

A  White  House  press  statement  released  at  9:15  p.m.  on  May  14 
indicated  that  the  Carol  Sea  operations  were  directed  to  protect  and 
support  operation-  to  regain  the  Mayaguez  and  members  of  the  crew. 
Responding  to  a  question  about  the  use  of  air  power,  the  President 
is  quoted  by  new-  sources  as  saying  "I  am  not  going  to  risk  the  life 
of  one  .Marine.  I'd  never  forgive  myself  if  we  didn't  do  this  and  2,400 
Cambodians  attacked  the  Marines."  Secretary  Schlesinger  has  termed 
the  bombings  as  a  very  prudent,  limited  use  of  force,  clearly  moti- 
vated by  a  desire  to  protect  the  Marine.-  on  the  Island. 

At  v  :•>  p.m.  on  May  14.  [security  deletion]  the  President  din 
that  Coral  Sea  aircraft  were  not  to  release  ordnance  on  Koinpnn<r 
Som  harbor.  This  was  shortly  after  Secretary  Kissinger  received  the 
text  of  the  Cambodian  statement  that  the  Mayaguez  would  be  re- 
Leased.  However,  19  minute-  later,  the  President  instructed  the  first 
wave  to  continue  the  mainland  strike  mission;  bomb  damage  as 
ment  reports  were  to  be  submitted  before  any  additional  strikes.  Or- 
ders to  carry  out  the  subsequent  mainland  strikes  followed  shortly 
thereafter.  [Security  deletion.]  At  11:02  p.m.  on  May  14.  t lie  Coral 
Sea  asked  the  Commander  of  the  Ttli  Fleet  for  advice  on  striking  tar- 
gets in  the  Kompong  Som  complex.  A  "garbled"  Joint  Chiefs  of  Stall 
message  -cut  at  8  : 1 1  p.m.  said  to  cease  st  rike  operat  ions ;  a  CINt  d\\( ! 
Fleet  message  transmitted  at  B:57  p.m.  said  to  resume  strike-.  At 
11:44  p.m.  the  Secretary  of  Defense  informed  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  that  the  third  wave  from  the  Coral  Sea  should  strike  as  planned. 

The  first  wave  of  aircraft  from  the  Coral  Sea  took  off  at  8:05  p.m. 
and  was  recovered  at  (.>:.°>0  p.m.  It  did  not  expend  ordnance  but  did 
identify  the  Kompong  Som  refinery  a-  a  potential  target. 

The  second  wave  was  launched  at  '.»:  1">  p.m.  Defense  indicates  that 
these  aircraft  hit  Ream  Airfield  at  10:57  p.m. 

At  11:20  p.m.  the  Coral  Sea  launched  the  third  strike  group,  which 
hit  targets  in  the  Kompong  Som  area  and  the  naval  station  at  Ream. 
Defense  States  that  the  attack  against  the  Kompong  Som  refinery  was 
underway  at  11  :50  p.m. 

We  were  told  that,  before  each  launch,  the  Coral  Sea  informed  the 
Joint  Chief-  of  Stall'  by  flash  message  what  particular  targets  would 
be  hit. 

Jet  aircraft  from  the  second  and  third  wave  struck  the  following 
targets  on  the  ( lambodian  mainland. 


•*  The   launch   of   a   small    number  of  aircraft   at   approximately   1%    hour  Interval-.   The 
next  cycle  Is  launched  before  the  recovery  of  the  previous  cycle. 
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1.  Ream  Airfield : 

aircraft 

hangers 

fuel  storage  facilities 

runway 

anti-aircraft  site 

2.  Ream  Naval  Base : 

barracks 

fuel  storage  facilities 

3.  Kompong  Som  port  complex : 

two  warehouses 

oil  refinery 

railroad  marshalling  yard  building 

Although  Defense  originally  reported  that  the  Coral  Sea  airstrike 
against  Ream  Airfield  destroyed  17  aircraft,  subsequent  photo  analy- 
sis revealed  that  there  was  only  12  Cambodian  aircarft  at  Ream  and 
that  6  were  undamaged,  3  were  destroyed,  2  were  damaged,  and  1  was 
derelict.  The  estimate  of  17  destroyed  aircraft  was  a  preliminary 
figure  based  on  pilot  reports.  We  were  told  that  strikes  at  Ream 
Airfield  were  to  be  carried  out  at  6,000  feet  and  that  this  prevented 
more  accurate  bombing  and  reporting  of  damage. 

Defense  officials  were  unable  to  provide  any  evidence  that  Cambodia 
was  preparing  to  retaliate  against  U.S.  military  forces  involved  in 
the  assault  on  Koh  Tang  or  in  the  capture  of  the  Mayaguez. 

The  initial  mainland  target  was  air  and  watercraft  that  might 
interfere  with  U.S.  military  operations.  Apparently  no  craft  were 
observed.  Defense  officials  told  GAO  that  Cambodian  air  power  was 
known  to  be  limited  and  that  the  aircraft  themselves  were  not  formid- 
able. Moreover,  they  pointed  out  that  the  numerous  U.S.  aircraft  on 
the  scene  should  have  been  able  to  provide  protection  against  any 
Cambodian  aircraft  that  might  be  launched. 

While  all  of  the  targets  struck  could  have  contributed  to  the  over- 
all capability  of  the  Cambodians  to  retaliate,  a  substantial  number  of 
them  did  so  indirectly.  The  targets  in  the  Kompong  Som  harbor  area 
and  Cambodian  merchant  shipping  fall  into  this  category. 

We  find  that  the  bombing  was  not  closely  coordinated  with  other 
military  action.  The  first  attacks  against  mainland  targets  were  not 
scheduled  to  begin  until  iy2  hours  after  the  assault,  at  the  same  time 
the  Mayaguez  was  boarded. 

The  bombing  did  not  commence  until  about  4  hours  after  the  assault 
on  Koh  Tang  began  and  about  2y2  hours  after  the  boarding  of  the 
Mayaguez. 

At  least  one  of  the  targets — the  Kompong  Som  refinery — was  not  on 
the  target  list  prepared  by  Intelligence  Pacific  because  the  refinery 
was  known  to  have  been  non-operational  for  several  years. 

Chapter  6. — General  Observations  and  Matters  for 
Consideration  of  the  Congress 

The  President  made  the  following  statement  at  12 :27  a.m.  on  May 
15,  1975. 

At  my  direction,  United  States  forces  tonight  boarded  the 
American  merchant  ship  SS  Mayaguez  and  landed  at  the 
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Island  of  Koh  Tang  for  the  purpo  :uing  the  ere*  and 

the  ship.  \\  hich  has  been  illegally  Beized  by  ( lambodian  foro 
They  also  conducted  supporting  Btrikes  against  nearby  mili- 
tary installations. 

I  have  now  received  information  thai  tin1  vessel  has  been 
recovered  intact  and  the  entire  ere*  has  been  rescued.  The 
forces  that  have  successfully  accomplished  this  mission  a 

II  under  hostile  lift',  hut  are  preparing  to  disengage. 

1  wi-ji  to  express  my  deep  appreciat  ion  and  that  of  the  en- 
tire Nation  to  the  units  and  the  men  who  part icipated in tht 
opera!  Ions  tor  their  valor  and  for  their  sacrifice. 

Thus  the  S.S.  Mayaguez  and  all  crew  members  were  recovered  in 

just  over  .")  day-.  I'.S.  officials  have  pointed  out  that  through  prompt 

military  response  they  not  only  achieved  these  specific  objectives  hut 
also  accomplished  two  other  goals.  Another  Pva  bio  incident,  with  pro- 
tracted and  somewhat  humiliating  negotiations  to  recover  crew  mem- 
bers, was  avoided.  The  United  States  also  showed  its  resolve  to  other 

countries  in  the  context  of  the  recent  fall  of  the  governments  of  Cam- 
bodia and  South  Vietnam  and  decreased  U.S.  influence  in  Southeast 
Asia. 

GENERAL   OBSERVATIONS 

Our  investigation  of  the  Mayaguez  incident  concerned  primarily 

the  processes  and  procedure-  for  handling  the  crisis.  We  attempted  to 
find  out  whether  decisionmaker-  had  all  available  information  on 
which  to  base  their  actions  and  whether  implementing  diplomatic  and 
military  operations  were  in  accord  with  the  decisions  taken  at  the 
highest  level. 

A-  discussed  in  chapter  1.  decisions  were  made  within  the  National 
Security  Council,  and  we  were  unable  to  -cure  access  i<>  the  informa- 
tion actually  made  available  to  or  generated  within  that  body. 
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I  Notes  Position  of  U.S.S.  Coral  Sea  not  drawn  to-  scales. 
At  rime-  of  first  air  strike>  U.S.S.  Coral  Sea  was 
actually  about  185  miles  from      Kompong  Som. 
^Attim»of  fourth  final    launch  ,  it  was  about 
100  miles  from     Kompong  Som  . 

Within  this  limitation,  our  findings  are  presented  in  earlier  chapters, 
primarily  in  chapter  5  which  deals  with  the  implementing  of  military 
actions.  Seyeral  more  general  matters  should  be  mentioned,  however, 
to  place  these  findings  in  perspective. 

First,  the  handling  of  the  Mayaguez  incident  must  be  considered  in 
the  context  of  events  and  perceptions  at  the  time.  Cambodia  and  South 
Vietnam  had  just  fallen,  with  a  loss  of  influence  anticipated  in  that 
part  of  the  world.  The  seizure  of  the  Pueblo  and  its  crew  in  1968.  and 
the  difficulties  in  securing  their  release  had  not  helped  the  U.S.  stand- 
ing in  Asia.  Viewed  in  this  light,  the  seizure  of  the  Mayaguez  could 
be  perceived  as  a  deliberate  testing  of  U.S.  will,  requiring  prompt  and 
decisive  action.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  not  clear  at  the  time  to  what 
extent  central  Cambodian  authorities  controlled  Cambodian  navy 
craft.  Communications  between  Cambodia  and  the  outside  world  had 
all  but  disappeared  by  the  time  of  the  seizure.  Administration  officials 


100 

do  n<»t  know  why  the  Cambodians  seized  the  M  .  In  general, 

they  told  as  thai  Cambodian  intentions  were  not  relevant.  Once  the 

:</'    was  seized,  the  potential  tor  political  demands  or  embari 
ment  was  great 

Second,  tin'  role  of  the  Department  of  State  during  the  Moyog 
incident  appears  to  have  been  limited  essentially  to  the  delivery  of 
U.S.  messages  in  Washington,  Peking,  a  in  I  New  York.  The  information 
made  available  to  us  indicates  I  hat  prior  to  the  seizure  State  had  made 

little  effort  to  analyze  political  and  military  situations  within  Cam- 
hod  la.  During  the  me  idem.  State  had  little  in  format  ion  about  ongoing 

events  which  was  not  originated  by  or  available  to  other  department.-. 
An  informal  Mayoguez  working  group  was  established  in  State,  hut 
us  function  was  limited  to  internally  monitoring  and  reporting  '<n 
communications  received  by  State's  Operations  (enter.  We  were  un- 
able to  determine  State".-  input  to  National  Security  Council  meetings, 
hnt  its  principal  representative  at  these  meetings,  said  he  was  essen- 
tially an  observer  and  contributed  little  to  the  discussions.  He  was 

possibly  overshadowed  in  these  deliherat  ion-  \>y  t  he  Secretary  of  State 
who  was  acting  in  his  capacity  as  the  President's  Assistant  for  Na- 
tional Security  Affairs  during  these  meetings. 

State  agreed  that  it  had  little  information  about  ongoing  events 
which  were  not  originated  by  or  available  to  other  departments,  hnt 
maintained  that  it  had  a  greater  role  during  the  Mayoguez  incident 
than  our  report  indicated.  In  support  of  this  position.  State  noted 
that   the  Secretary  of  State,  in  both  that  capacity  and  in  his  former 

capacity  as  the  President's  Assistant   for  National  Security  Affairs, 

directly  participated  in  the  major  decisions.  It  pointed  out  that  the 
Deputy  Secretary  and.  on  one  occasion,  the  Under  Secretary  for 
Political  Affairs  also  participated  in  National  Security  Council 
meetings.  Finally.  State  cited  a  number  of  its  actions,  which  are  also 
discussed  in  parts  of  the  report,  as  evidence  of  a  greater  role.  In  our 

opinion,  the  report's  discussion  of  Department  of  State  activities  before 
and  during  the  incident  is  factual  and  is  not  intended  to  diminish  the 
importance  of  State'-  role.  Rather,  it  brings  into  focus  the  uncertainty 
of  conditions  in  Cambodia  at  the  time,  t  he  difficult  ies  of  the  diplomatic 
initiatives  attempted,  and  the  rapid  movement  of  the  U.S.  response 
from  a  diplomat  ic  to  a  military  phase. 

Finally,  assembling  under  severe  time  constraints  the  various  mili- 
tary assets  scattered  throughout  the  Pacific  area  was  generally  accom- 
plished iu  an  efficient  and  effective  manner.  Command  and  control  of, 
and  communications  between,  multiservice  assets  was  established  ex- 
peditiously. The  performance  of  U.S.  Forces  was  inspiring.  At  the 
same  time,  all  available  mean-  were  not  used  to  obtain  better  evidence 
on  the  location  of  the  crew  while  plans  were  being  developed  to  assault 
Koh  Tang  Island.  Also,  although  Defense  officials  told  us  that  assess 
ments  of  the  risks  involved  in  using  the  various  military  assets  were 
made  by  higher  authority  before  arriving  at  the  selected  course  of 
action,  it  i-  nuclear  to  u-  why  certain  risk-  were  deemed  acceptable 
and  others  unacceptable.  Km- example,  t he  risks  involved  in  the  Marine 
.It  on  Koh  Tang  even  without  the  traditional  presoftening  of 
the  island  by  bombardment  and  with  a  relatively  slow  Marine  buildup 
iate  were  deemed  acceptable.  On  the  other  hand,  at  a  lower  com- 
mand level,  the  risk  of  having  an  aircraft  carrying  the  Marine  a-.-ault 
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commander  fly  below  a  6,000-foot  altitude  restriction  to  obtain  first 
hand  information  on  Koh  Tang,  was  deemed  unacceptable 

Defense  indicated  that,  considering  the  limited  resources  available, 
their  inherent  limitations,  and  the  rapid  tactical  situation,  it  is  difficult 
to  see  what  more  could  have  been  done.  We  acknowledge  the  difficulties 
and  uncertainties  existing  at  the  time,  but  we  believe  that  several  avail- 
able opportunities  to  try  to  reduce  the  major  uncertainty  during  the 
incident — the  location  of  the  Mayaguez  crew — were  not  pursued.  The 
crew's  location  was  central  to  developing  a  U.S.  response. 

In  retrospect,  the  final  Marine  assault  and  the  bombing  of  the  Cam- 
bodian mainland  did  not  influence  the  Cambodian  decision  to  release 
the  crew.  This  was  not  known  and  probably  could  not  have  been 
known  at  the  time.  However,  certain  U.S.  actions,  for  example,  the 
sinking  of  gunboats  and  U.S.  air  activity  in  the  area,  probably  did 
influence  that  decision. 

Defense  agreed  with  our  assessment  that  the  Marine  assault  and 
bombing  of  the  mainland  did  not  influence  the  Cambodian  decision 
to  release  the  crew.  However,  it  stated  that  the  decision  to  assault  Koh 
Tang  was  reasonable  given  the  information  at  the  time,  and  that  the 
mainland  was  bombed  since  Cambodia  had  the  capability  to  interfere 
with  the  operation.  Our  report  points  out  that  information  reaching 
decisionmakers  was  incomplete  and  in  one  important  instance  was  in- 
accurate. With  respect  to  the  bombing,  although  we  agree  that  Cam- 
bodian intentions  could  not  be  definitively  known,  no  Cambodian  mili- 
tary movement  was  noted.  We  do  not  question  the  purpose  of  either  the 
assault  or  the  mainland  bombing. 

MATTERS  FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF  THE  CONGRESS 

U.S.  decisionmakers  have  stated  they  were  uncertain  whether  the 
Mayaguez  seizure  was  a  carefully  planned  operation  or  an  isolated  act 
of  a  local  commander.  It  was  also  uncertain  whether  U.S.  diplomatic 
messages,  sent  through  indirect  but  the  only  available  channels, 
reached  the  Cambodians.  Moreover,  due  to  a  lack  of  U.S.  understand- 
ing of  Cambodian  intentions  to  release  both  the  Mayaguez  and  its 
crew  or  only  the  ship,  the  United  States  continued  its  invasion  of  the 
Cambodian  Island  of  Koh  Tang.  The  United  Nations  lack  of  a  rapid 
and/or  instant  communications  capability  with  the  Cambodian 
leadership  undoubtedly  contributed  to  the  several  of  these  uncer- 
tainties. A  better  communications  link  between  world  capitals  might 
provide  a  means  of  control  against  the  use  of  force  by  miscalculation. 

The  technology  to  produce  some  form  of  satellite  communications 
system  to  link  all  world  capitals  is  available.  Recognizing  that  inter- 
national issues  are  increasingly  momentous,  the  Congress  may  wish  to 
consider  the  desirability  of  supporting  and/or  sponsoring  some  form 
of  "satellite  hotline"  linking  all  world  capitals,  perhaps  under  U.N. 
auspices. 

The  Department  of  State  took  the  position  that  even  if  an  inter- 
nationally sponsored  communications  link  had  existed  at  the  time,  it 
would  not  necessarily  have  contributed  to  a  solution  because  the  Cam- 
bodians might  have  chosen  not  to  use  it.  The  existence  of  such  a  system 
would  not  guarantee  its  use,  but  GAO  does  not  view  this  obvious  fact 
as  a  valid  objection  to  our  suggestion  that  the  Congress  may  wish  to 
explore  the  concept. 
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The  Commission  on  the  Organization  ol  the  Government  for  the 
Conduct  of  Foreign  Policy  recently  proposed  thai  after  an  Interna- 
tiona] crisis  a  review  Lrn>up  under  National  Security  Council  auspices 
should  assess  the  Government's  performance  ami  procedures,  We  ru- 
tin' need  for  such  assessments.  However,  we  believe  there  would 

he  merit  to  having  an  independent  review  irroup  make  -uch  an  assess- 
ment, with  the  results  of  it-  assessment  available  for  congressional 
consideration.  Such  a  review  would  requir  to  National  Security 

Council  material  if  the  review  i>  to  he  of  maximum  value  in  the  han- 
dling <»f  future  crises.  Accordingly,  the  ( Congress  mav  wish  to  consider 
lesirability  of  establishing  a  Legislative  requirement    i^r  such 

—  inents. 

Chapteb  7. — Aoen(  v  Comments  and  Oub  Analysis 

DEPAKTMEN  l   OF  MATE 

Stare  did  not  challenge  tin1  facts  in  our  report.  However,  in  trans- 
mitting the  Department's  comments,  the  Deputy  ruder  Secretary  for 
Management  expressed  his  personal  view  (see  app.  Ill)  that  the  re- 
port was  inadequate  and  misleading  and  that  it  attempted  to  second- 
-  the  actions  of  officials  acting  under  the  constraints  of  time.  He 
cited  as  an  example  of  "weakness  in  our  reporting,  that  we  ignored 
public  statements  of  the  Cambodian  Deputy  Prime  Minister  for 
Foreign  Affairs.1 

In  drafting  our  report  we  very  carefully  reconstructed  what  fad 
information  existed  during  the  various  stages  of  the  incident.  Care 
was  taken  not  to  introduce  data  which  was  out  of  the  Bequen< 
events  and  to  weigh  closely  information  which  became  available  after 
the  incident.  For  this  reason,  we  purposely  did  not  give  much  credence 
to  the  statement-  of  the  Deputy  Premier  of  Cambodia  which  were 
made  in  September  107.').  almost  4  months  after  the  incident.  Actually, 
the  full  September  statement-  indicate  that  the  seizure  of  the  Maya- 
guez  was  initiated  by  a  local  commander,  that  authorities  in  Phnom 
Penh  learned  of  it  many  hour-  later,  and  that  poor  communications 
between  Phnom  Penh  and  local  authorities  delayed  the  Cambodian 
response.  Thus,  these  statements  hardly  support  a  view  that  expedi- 
tious military  action  was  necessary  to  secure  the  release  of  the  Maya- 
guez  and  its  crew. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  OEFKN-I 

Defense  did  not  question  the  accuracy  of  our  report  hut  rather,  in  a 
few  instance-,  our  interpretation  of  the  facts. 

Defense  maintained  that  "the  report  insists  that  the  whereabouts  of 
the  crew  could  and  should  have  been  more  accurately  ascertained.'1 
This  statement  doe-  not  accurately  reflect  our  position.  Our  report 
points  out  that  additional  assets  were  available  to  attempt  to  obtain 
better  information  hut  thai  these  assets  were  not  used.  Defense  agreed 
the  use  of  tin-,   assets  might  have  provided  additional  data  during 

the  incident.  We  pointed  out  that  detail-  as  to  the  basis  for  suspecting 

Caucasians  had  been  moved  to  the  mainland  never  reached  the  military 

command  center-.  These  details  lend  credence  to  an  interpietat  ion  that 


Actually  the  statements  referred  to  were  made  by  the  Deputy  Premier  of  Cambodia. 
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a  substantial  portion  of  the  crew  had  been  moved  to  the  mainland. 
Also,  the  number  of  possible  Caucasians  moved  was  incorrectly  re- 
ported. Although  pilots  indicated  that  the  vessel  carried  30  to  40  possi- 
ble Caucasians,  both  Hawaii  and  Washington  reported  that  only  6  to  9 
Caucasians  had  reached  the  mainland.  We  agree  with  the  Defense 
statement  that  definitive  knowledge  did  not  exist  on  the  whereabouts 
of  the  crew.  However,  the  information  collected  by  pilots  under  diffi- 
cult circumstances  was  accurate  but  was  incompletely  or  incorrectly 
passed  to  decisionmakers. 

Defense  noted  that  our  review  was  not  made  under  the  same  time 
constraints  imposed  on  decisionmakers  by  the  incident.  However,  there 
was  ample  time  during  the  incident  to  query  air  crews  for  additional 
information  about  the  possible  Caucasians.  Standard  crew  debriefings 
were  conducted  during  the  incident,  but  they  simply  did  not  elicit 
some  important  details.  Similarly,  the  photo  interpreters  in  Thailand 
examined  photographs  from  the  scene  only  a  few  hours  after  they 
were  taken  and  quickly  passed  the  information  obtained  up  the  chain 
of  command.  However,  no  one  informed  the  photo  interpreters  about 
or  asked  them  to  look  for  the  fishing  boat.  More  importantly,  no  one 
told  the  pilot  who  was  taking  photographs  to  try  to  get  a  picture  of 
the  boat.  The  pilot  who  photographed  the  boat  carrying  the  crew  was 
unaware  that  a  vessel  suspected  of  carrying  Caucasians  was  in  the  area. 
In  conclusion,  time  did  not  prevent  these  actions  from  being  initiated. 

Defense  maintained  that  "the  report  charges  that  the  timing  of  the 
operation  was  unnecessarily  hurried,  requiring  commanders  to  act 
with  inadequate  force  and  intelligence."  Our  report  points  out  that 
the  Marine  assault  was  not  the  only  possible  military  response.  Suf- 
ficient Naval  and  Air  forces  were  near  Koh  Tang  to  cordon  off  the 
island  and  prevent  the  movement  of  any  crew  members  to  the  main- 
land or  reinforcement  by  the  Cambodians.  The  delay  in  the  assault 
could  have  permitted  the  collection  of  more  adequate  forces  and  thus 
have  reduced  the  military  risks  involved.  Finally,  we  pointed  out  the 
difficulty  of  the  mission  assigned  to  the  assault  force  and  the  risk  of 
an  assault  to  crew  members  believed  to  be  held  on  Koh  Tang.  Defense 
did  not  address  these  points  but  stressed  that,  from  a  military  stand- 
point, there  was  tactical  value  in  a  preemptive  strike. 

Defense  stated  that  "the  report  challenges  the  underlying  purposes 
for  attacking  mainland  targets."  We  did  not  question  the  purpose  of 
the  strikes  but  noted  that  (1)  the  initial  armed  reconnaissance  flight 
revealed  no  military  movement,  (2)  no  targets  were  struck  until  4 
hours  after  the  Koh  Tang  landing,  (3)  less  than  half  of  the  12  Cam- 
bodian aircraft  attacked  on  the  ground  were  destroyed,  (4)  other 
targets  struck  were  not  directly  related  to  Cambodian  ability  to  inter- 
fere or  retaliate,  and  (5)  the  small  number  of  old  propeller-driven 
Cambodian  aircraft  were  outclassed  by  the  numerous  U.S.  jets  on  the 
scene.  These  facts  cast  doubt  on  the  Defense  statement  that  lack  of 
Cambodian  interference  or  reinforcement  can  be  attributed  to  success- 
ful mainland  strikes. 

Defense  maintained  that  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  and  In- 
telligence Pacific  did  agree  on  the  nature  of  the  probable  opposition, 
and  that,  in  restrospect,  their  force  estimates  appear  to  be  quite  ac- 
curate. However,  Defense  did  not  address  our  statement  that  the  in- 
telligence   estimates,   which   differed    widely,    were    not    reconciled. 
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acknowledged  that  these  more  sccurate  estimates  did  not 
reach  the  a— ault  force  commander.  (  1  N(  TA( '  has  since  established  i 
feedback  system  designed  to  ensure  acknowledgement  <>f  critical  intel- 
ligence by  all  concerned  commands. 
In  conclusion,  our  report  emphasized  that  the  Department  of  I>>- 
implementation  of  decisions  ami  the  performance  of  military 
>nnel  during  the  incident  were  worthy  «»t'  praise. 


APPENDIX   1 

Letteb  Dated  June  23,   1975,  From   Chairman,  House  Subcommittee 
on  International  Political  and  Military  Affairs 

June  23,   1975. 
Hon.  Elmer  B.  Staats, 

Comptroller  General,  General  Accounting  Office, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Staats  :  Pursuant  to  our  June  9  telephone  conversation,  I  am  writing 
on  behalf  of  the  Subcommittee  to  officially  request  that  the  General  Accounting 
Office  conduct  a  thorough  investigation  of  all  aspects  of  the  seizure  of  the  US 
vessel  Mayaguez  and  subsequent  diplomatic  efforts  and  military  operations  to 
secure  its  release. 

In  particular,  the  Subcommittee  would  appreciate  your  report  focusing  on 
improvement  of  the  crisis  prevention  and  crisis  management  operations  of  our 
government.  It  seems  imperative,  however,  that  other  major  issues  relating  to 
the  effectiveness  of  the  planning  and  execution  of  military  operations,  the  speed 
and  quality  of  our  military  and  diplomatic  communications  and  the  adequacy 
of  arrangements  both  for  briefing  and  consulting  Congress  also  be  reviewed. 
It  is  the  hope  of  the  Subcommittee  that  a  report  on  the  Mayaguez  can  be  provided 
as  soon  as  possible  with  a  further  report  on  the  crisis  management  system  at 
a  later  date.  If  at  some  future  point  you  feel  that  these  reports  should  be 
combined,  I  would  be  happy  to  review  their  status  with  you. 

Corollary  to  your  review  of  the  Mayaguez  incident,  and  the  US  crisis  manage- 
ment, we  would  like  GAO  to  independently  establish  or  confirm  the  chronology 
of  events  of  the  Mayaguez  incident  and  to  compile  a  list  of  key  decision  makers 
on  various  aspects  of  the  incident.  A  response  to  these  requests  is  desired  as 
soon  as  possible. 

The  Subcommittee  is  appreciative  of  your  willingness  to  provide  substantial 
resources  for  conduct  of  this  investigation  as  well  as  for  completion  of  a  report 
in  response  to  our  earlier  request  we  made  regarding  the  adequacy  of  our 
maritime  warning  system.  We  realize  that  the  nature  of  the  subject  will  require 
GAO  to  take  its  investigation  to  the  highest  levels  of  government.  The  Sub- 
committee will  be  glad  to  assist  GAO  in  securing  the  cooperation  of  the  Execu- 
tive branch. 

Sincerely, 

Dante  B.  Fascell, 
Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  International  Political 

and  Military  Affairs. 

APPENDIX  2 

Letters  Dated  August  20,  1975,  March  15,  March  30,  and  April  15,  1976,  From 
Staff  Secretary,  National  Security  Council 

August  20,  1975. 
Mr.  Elmer  B.  Staats, 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Staats  :  Secretary  Kissinger  has  asked  me  to  respond  to  your  letter 
of  July  8  informing  him  of  the  request  made  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Inter- 
national Political  and  Military  Affairs  for  review  of  the  Mayaguez  incident 
and  of  crisis  management  operations  within  the  Executive  Branch. 

He  has,  in  addition,  reviewed  the  July  18  letter  from  Mr.  Oppenheimer  of  the 
General  Accounting  Office  outlining  in  more  detail  the  material  sought 

As  you  know,  we  have  already  provided  a  great  deal  of  information  on  these 
subjects  to  the  Congress  in  the  form  of  testimony  by  senior  officials  of  the 
Executive  Branch  and  responses  to  inquiries  by  Congressional  committees  and 

(105) 
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to  Letters  from  individual  Congressmen.  Mr.  Kissinger  has  naked  thai  ire  supply 
the  GAO  Investigators  with  copies  ol  all  snch  material,  and  my  office  Is  now 
collecting  copies  of  this  Information  for  this  purpose.  Ws  irill  transmit  the  ma- 
terial it»  the  GAO  tram  a>  soon  a->  n  Is  ready. 

ild  the  Investigators  have  tnrther  spedllc  questions  after  they  bays 
reviewed  this  material,  we  will  be  glad  t<>  consider  irajs  In  which  u^  might 
appropriately  be  of  further  assistance. 

sincerely, 

Jeanne  W.  Daw-. 

Staff  8i  crctary. 


March  15,  1976. 
Hon.  Kimik  R.  Staats, 

ComptroU*  ./  of  the  United  states,  flfenerol  Accounting  Office, 

Washington!  DA 

Dbai  Ha.  Btaatb:  in  response  to  jour  letter  of  February  *-'•  IW6  the  NSC 
start"  has  now  completed  its  review  <>f  the  ca<  >  report  on  the  Mayagnez  Incident 

in  the  course  of  tin-  review  we  have  been  in  touch  with  the  Departments  of 
State  and  Defense.  Their  Comments,  which  arc  being  submitted  to  you  s»j>- 
aratdy.  include  a  substantive  critique  and  point  out  some  severe  deficiencies 

in  the  report.  Since  they  seem  accurately  to  convey  the  views  of  the  Executive 
Branch,    we   have   refrained   from   additional  suhstantive  comment. 

i  would  also  like  to  note  that   Philip  w.  Buchen,  the  President's  Counsel, 

wrote  Congressman   1'asrell  on  March  '2  offering  to  lend  to  him  or  a  mem! 

his  staff  a  copy  of  the  CIA  post  mortem  on  the  Mayagu*  z.  So  far  neither  he  nor 

his  staff  has  contacted  me  to  request  the  rei>ort. 

I  also  note  that  you  have  not  asked  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  to  re- 
view the  reiMtrt.  Since  that  Agency  furnished  sonic  classified  Source  material 
to  the  GAO  investigators,  we  believe  it  essential  that  it  also  he  given  the  oppor- 
tunity to  review  the  draft  report. 

The  rei>ort  in  its  present  form  should  remain  classified.  We  helieve  it  would 
he  preferahle  for  you  to  submit  a  classified  report  to  the  Congressional  sub- 
committee. However,  if  the  subcommittee  insists  on  an  unclassified  version  of 
the  report  appropriate  for  publication,  we  would  he  pleased  to  work  with  the 
GAO  and  the  various  departments  and  agencies  involved  in  preparing  such  an 
unclassified  version. 
Sincerely, 

Jeanne  W.  Davis, 

Staff  Secretary. 

March  30.  1976; 
Mr.  J.  K.  Fasick, 

Director,  International  Division,  General  Accounting  Office, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Fasick  :  In  response  to  telephone  Inquiries  from  Mr.  WatSOD  of 
your  staff  we  accept  your  assurances  that  the  GAO  (lid  not  use  any  CIA  material 
in  its  report  on  the  Mayaguez  incident.  We  still  helieve,  however,  that  the  report 
contains  information  generated  hy  several  components  of  the  Intelligence  Com- 
munity and  included  in  various  situation  reports  which  were  made  available  to 
the  GAO  investigators.  It  certainly  includes  •'sources  and  methods",  which,  of 
course,  are  the  responsibility  of  the  Director  of  Central  intelligence.  Therefore. 
we  suggest  that  it  would  he  useful  and  helpful  for  you  to  send  it  to  the  Director 
of  Central   Intelligence   for   review.    We  do   not    think   this   would   he   very    time 

consuming  and  it  would  ensure  that  your  report  is  as  comprehensive  as  possible. 

With    regard    to   the  classification,   we  still   believe   the   report    should    remain 

classified.  We  see  great  disadvantage  to  the  United  states  in  advising  the  world. 

including  our  potential  adversaries,  of  the  manner  in  which  the  I'.S.  Government 
operates  in  time  of  crisis,  particularly  with  the  degree  of  specificity  contained  in 
this  report  We  would  find  a  similar  detailed  account  of  another  government's 
operations,  for  example,  during  the  last  Middle  Eastern  crisis,  to  be  of  Inesti- 
mable value  in  terms  of  predicting  how  the\   might  react  in  future  crises.  We 

believe  you  would  he  doing  this  country  a  grave  disservice  bj  declassifying  and 
releasing  your  report. 


107 

Having  said  this,  let  me  assure  you  that  we  have  no  wish  to  avoid  your  criti- 
cisms of  the  Executive  Branch  or  block  the  public  release  of  your  recommenda- 
tions. We  believe  a  separate,  unclassified  paper  containing  both  your  criticisms 

and  recommendations  would  be  relatively  easy  to  prepare.  The  main  narrative 
and  detailed  account  of  Executive  Branch  actions,  however,  should  remain 
classified. 

Sincerely, 

Jeanne  W.  Davis, 

Staff  Secretary. 

April  15,  1976. 
Mr.  J.  K.  Fasick, 

Director,  International  Division,  General  Accounting  Office, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Fasick  :  General  Scowcroft  has  asked  me  to  respond  to  your  letter 
of  April  7,  signed  for  you  by  Charles  D.  Hylander,  regarding  the  classification  of 
the  GAO  study  on  the  Mayaguez. 

There  is  an  apparent  misinterpretation  of  my  March  30  letter.  Nowhere  in  that 
letter  is  there  any  statement  or  implication  that  "certain  undesignated  portions 
(of  the  report)  could  be  treated  as  unclassified."  The  NSC  position  is  that  the 
Report  in  its  present  form  cannot  be  practicably  segregated  into  classified  and 
unclassified  sections  and  that  the  entire  report  should  remain  classified. 

Let  me  assure  you  once  again  that  we  have  no  wish  to  avoid  your  criticisms 
of  the  Executive  Branch  or  block  the  public  release  of  your  recommendations. 
There  is  nothing  to  prevent  you  from  providing  the  members  of  Chairman  Fas- 
cell's  subcommittee  and  its  staff  with  copies  of  the  classified  report.  In  addition, 
as  suggested  in  my  previous  letters,  we  believe  the  GAO  could  easily  prepare  an 
unclassified  paper  containing  both  your  criticisms  and  recommendations  without 
revealing  the  detailed  information  which,  for  the  reasons  set  forth  in  my  March 
30  letter,  would  be  damaging  to  the  national  security  of  the  United  States. 
Sincerely, 

Jeanne  W.  Davis, 

Staff  Secretary. 


APPENDIX  3 

Letters  Dated  September  16,  November  28,  and  December  10, 1975  and 
March  15, 1976,  From  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  State 

September  16,  1975. 
Hon.  Elmer  B.  Staats, 
Comptroller  General, 
General  Accounting  Office 

Dear  Mr.  Staats  :  I  refer  to  your  letter  of  July  8  addressed  to  the  Secretary 
of  State  and  to  subsequent  letters  of  July  23  and  August  6  from  Mr.  John  E. 
Watson  of  your  staff  in  regard  to  the  seizure  of  the  U.S.  vessel  Mayaguez,  and  to 
crisis  management  operations  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  Watson's  letter  of  August  6  requested  that  the  Department  furnish  the 
General  Accounting  Office  certain  information  which  falls  in  the  category  of 
extremely  sensitive  diplomatic  communications  between  the  Secretary  of  State 
and  U.S.  Missions  abroad.  He  also  requested  copies  of  intelligence  summaries 
which,  of  necessity,  contain  highly  sensitive  information  of  worldwide  scope. 

After  careful  consideration,  we  must  conclude  that  access  to  the  requested 
records,  which  are  of  the  highest  sensitivity,  cannot  be  granted.  Accordingly.  I 
must  inform  you  that  we  are  unable  to  allow  your  staff  access  to  those  materials 
which  are  categorized  by  the  Department  as  "NODIS,"  and  to  the  intelligence 
summaries  prepared  for  the  Secretary  by  the  Bureau  of  Intelligence  and  Research. 

I  feel  confident  that  with  the  information  and  records  previously  furnished, 
and  with  such  additional  documents  as  we  can  yet  provide,  you  will  be  able  suc- 
cessfully to  complete  the  assignment  requested  of  you  by  Congressman  Fascell. 
Sincerely, 

Lawrence  S.  Eagleburger. 
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Novi  :'.»::. 

Hon.  Buna  D   E 
OomptrolU  r  <i>  m  rui  of  tin  I  mt>  d  stnt<  t. 

Dbaj  Mi.   S  This  i-  in  response  to  your  h-t t «-r  of  September  •".<>  In  which 

that  certain  NODI 8  and  Bureau  of  Intelligence  and  Research  docu- 
-  which  had  previously  qo(  been  made  available  to  the  GAO  are  essential  t<» 
the  GAt  >  review  of  the  Mayagw  z  Incident 

Since  tin'  receipt  ci'  your  letter,  we  have  been  reviewing  the  documents  in  ques- 
tion t<>  determine  whether  due  to  tin-  passage  of  time  or  other  factors  these  docu- 
1 1  irn  ts  may  now  he  made  available  to  tin-  GAO.  (Mir  review  of  some  of  these  docu- 
ments i-  still  in  progress  ami  i  expect  that  it  will  be  completed  in  the  wry  oear 

future. 

I  will.  <>f  course,  inform  your  promptly  as  to  the  resultfl  of  our  review.  I  hope 

that  when  you  have  Been  the  documents  We  are  aide  to  make  available,  there  will 

he  no  further  disagreement  concerning  the  requirements  for  your  Investigation. 

Sincerely, 

LaWBJ  Nci:   S.   EAGLEBtJaOi  B. 


December  10,  i :»:.". 
Hon.  Ei  mir  B.  Staats. 
Comprolk  r  Gt  m  ml  of  the  United  states. 

I»i  LB  Ms:.  Si  LAT8 :  In  my  letter  to  you  of  November  28,  I  -rated  that  the  De- 
partinent  was  in  the  process  of  reviewing  certain  N()I>IS  and  Hureau  of  In- 
telligence and  Research  documents  requested  by  the  GAO  in  connection  with  its 
Investigation   of   the    MayttgueS  incident.   That    review   has   now   been   completed. 

I  am  pleased  to  inform  you  that  we  are  DOW  able  to  make  available  cither 
for  your  retention  or.  in  some  cases,  for  reading  and  taking  notes  almost  all 
of  the  documents  which  you  have  requested.  We  tind  that  we  are  able  to  make 
available  to  representatives  of  the  GAO  all  of  the  material  in  the  Hureau  of 
Intelligence  and  Research  Summaries  with  the  exception  of  material  derived 
from  Department  of  Defense  Bources,  which  would  have  to  he  Bought  directly 
from  the  Department  of  Defense.  In  addition,  with  respect  to  the  XODIS  cables, 
we  similarly  are  able  to  make  available  12  of  the  H  .\<>I>IS  rallies  with  the 
exception  of  one  paragraph  of  one  cable.  The  exceptions  relate  to  sensitive  posi- 
tions and  statements  of  other  governments  which  were  made  in  confidence,  the 
disclosure  of  which  could  result  in  substantial  damage  of  our  relations  with 
those  governments. 

I  hope  that  memhers  of  your  staff  will  find  these  documents  helpful  in  the 
completion  of  their  investigation. 
Sincerely. 

Lawrence  S.  Eagleburger. 


UNCLASSIFIED     WITH     SECRET    ATTACHMENT 


March  15,  1976. 


Hon.  Elmer  B.  Staats, 

Comptroller  Gem  ral  of  the  United  States. 

Dear  Mr.  Staats:  I  enclose  herewith  the  Department  of  State's  reply  to  the 
GAO  report  on  the  MayOQUeZ  incident.  I  should  note,  however,  that  our  reply, 
limited  as  it  is  to  specific  comments  on  siK'citic  statements  from  the  report,  can- 
not adequately  express  my  personal  view  of  how  totally  Inadequate  and  mis- 
leading the  report  is.  It  is,  hy  the  most  generous  Interpretation  I  can  muster, 
an  exercise  in  ( .r  po8i  facto  diplomacy  hy  amateurs.  Its  conclusions  demon- 
strate a  fundamental  misunderstanding  of  the  Issues  Involved,  and  a  total  dis- 
regard of  the  atmosphere  in  which  the  decisions  surrounding  the  MoyagueM  in- 
cident were  made. 

The  report's  essential — in  fact,  fatal — weakness  is  its  total  failure  to  roc- 
ognize  first  principles.  The  fad  i-  that  the  United  states  Government  u»as  at- 
tempting to  secure  the  release  of  an  American  ship  and  an  American  crew  seized 
hy  Cambodis   in  blatant   violation  of  international  law.  The  report's  conclusions 

largely  Ignore  the  fact  that  we  were  reacting  to  a  Cambodian  provocation,  and 

that   we  had  a   responsibility  to  protect  the  live--  of  American  citizens.  It  ignores 

the  public  statements  of  the  Cambodian   Deputy  Prime  Minister  for  Foreign 
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Affairs,  which  indicate  that  the  central  authorities  were  aware  of  the  United 
States'  extreme  concern  for  the  welfare  of  the  crew  of  the  Mayaguez.  Those 
statements,  and  the  testimony  of  the  captain  of  the  Mayaguez,  further  indicate 
that  the  Cambodian  authorities  waited  some  13  hours  after  having  made  the 
fundamental  decision  to  release  the  crew  to  broadcast  that  message  on  their 
domestic  radio,  by  which  time  our  landing  on  Koh  Tang  was  beginning.  This 
crucial  broadcast,  which  in  fact  referred  only  to  the  ship  and  not  to  the  crew, 
was  delayed  until  the  last  possible  minute,  and  was  designed  to  camouflage 
the  actions  of  Cambodian  local  commanders  behind  a  cloak  of  anti-American 
vitriol.  When  speed  was  essential,  the  Cambodians  bumbled  and  delayed. 

The  report's  attempts  to  second-guess  the  actions  of  officials  acting  under 
the  constraints  of  time — and  without  the  advantage  of  the  hindsight  the  GAO 
so  happily  enjoyed — bring  the  entire  purpose  of  the  report  into  question.  The 
report  acknowledges  but  does  not  take  into  account  in  its  conclusion  the  fact 
that  we  faced,  at  the  time,  the  likelihood  that  the  Cambodian  authorities, 
whose  hostility  toward  the  U.S.  had  been  so  clearly  demonstrated,  might  re- 
move the  members  of  the  crew  to  the  mainland  wrhere  their  recovery  would 
have  been  virtually  impossible  until  and  unless  the  Cambodians  decided  to 
release  them — after  who  knows  how  many  months  and  how  much  agony  and 
humiliation. 

The  drafters  of  this  report  had  a  special  responsibility  to  attempt  to  under- 
stand the  realities  of  the  diplomatic  environment  at  the  time  of  the  Mayaguez 
seizure.  They  did  not  meet  this  responsibility.  Instead,  they  went  out  of  their 
way  to  develop  wholly  fictional  diplomatic  scenarios  which  bore  no  resemblance 
to  fact  or  reality,  and  then  criticized  the  Administration  for  its  "failure"  to 
pursue  their  fantasies. 

I  regret  the  need  to  react  so  strongly,  but  it  is  time  we — all  of  us — put  a  stop 
to  this  wholly  senseless  and  highly  destructive  tendency  constantly  to  find  fault 
with  everything  our  Government  does.  We  often  make  mistakes,  but  in  my 
opinion  the  GAO  has  failed — despite  its  best  efforts — to  find  any  substantial 
failures  in  the  handling  of  the  Mayaguez  incident. 
Sincerely, 

Lawrence  S.  Eaglebuegeb. 

GAO  Note :  Detailed  agency  comments  contained  in  a  Secret  attachment  to 
this  letter  are  addressed  in  the  text  of  this  report  and  therefore  were  not  printed. 


APPENDIX  4 

Letter  Dated  October  24,  1975,  From  Director,  Central  Intelligence 

Agency 

Octobeb  24,  1975. 
Hon.  Elmer  B.  Staats, 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Staats  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  9  September  1975  in 
which  you  requested  access  to  all  information  held  by  this  Agency  related  to 
the  Mayaguez  incident.  A  review  of  your  request  has  indicated  that  most  of  the 
information  requested  is  quite  sensitive  and  highly  classified. 

In  the  past,  the  policy  in  sensitive  areas  such  as  this  has  been  to  brief  the 
concerned  committees  of  Congress  directly  on  the  details  of  such  matters.  While 
this  procedure  may  change  in  the  future  as  a  result  of  the  current  congressional 
inquiries,  it  is  felt  that  any  decision  to  modify  prior  practice  in  this  area  should 
await  the  termination  of  the  current  investigations  and  suggested  changes  in 
procedures  emanating  therefrom. 

Absent  any  change  in  the  existing  arrangement,  we  would  propose  to  brief 
the  Subcommittee  on  International  Political  and  Military  Affairs,  House  Inter- 
national Relations  Committee,  directly  on  such  information  as  the  Subcommittee 
may  desire  from  CIA. 
Sincerely, 

W.  E.  Colby, 

Director. 
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API'FNDIX  5 
I.h  :  n  I  B    16*    1976,   1-*u«»m    A-  H 

I.NTt.li.NAIluNAI.     SKi  I  KIM     AhFAIK>.     1'H'AKIMKM     CM      D 

Mak<  B    it;,    i 
Mr.  J.  Kt  ttm  in  1'amck, 

Director,  Intommtionml  Division*  I  .n.  ON  m<  mi  dloooip  tine  Oyj* 

H  'n.thitujt'iti.  1 ' 

Dais  Mb.  I'am(  k  :  The  GAO  draft  report  of  2  February  L9T6,  "The  Seizure  of 
mm     a  Que  study  of  Crisis  Management "   (08D  Case  #4218  A.), 
been  rertewed  by  i  hi>  I  tepartmenl  ol  I  tefeni 

Comments  OO  the  major  findings  and  reconunendat  ions  of  the  report  affecting 

the  Department  of  Defense  are  contained  In  the  attachment  The  Department  of 
Defense  has  worked  with  the  Department  of  state  on  the  comments  and  genera] 

men!  has  batn  reached. 

The  Department  of  Defense  Interposes  do  objection  to  the  declasatfleatlon  of 

this  document.  However,  the  I  >epartment  defers  to  the  judgment  Of  other  Sgendei 
Concerning  the  classification  Of  material  under  their  purview. 

In  accordance  with  DoD  Directive  5200.1,  yOU  are  authorized  to  distribute  the 

final  report  to  appropriate  Gongresslona]  Committees,  individual  membei 

Congress,  and  executive  agencies. 

It  is  requested  that  this  reply  be  published  in  the  Appendix  to  the  final  report. 
Sincerely, 

Hakky  F.  Rkrgold, 
Acting  Assistant  Secretary. 
Attachment. 

Depaktmknt   of   DEFENSE   Comments   to   the   GAO   Draft   Report,   "The 
Seizure  of  the  Mayaguez — a  Cask  Study  of  Crisis  Management 

There  are  a  few  areas  in  the  report  which  contain  speculative  conclusions  00 
the  part  of  the  GAO  which  are  based  upon  a  too-rigid  interpretation  of  the  facts. 
For  example,  throughout,  the  GAO  report  appears  to  blithely  assume  that  the 
Cambodians1  failure  to  attempt  certain  actions  proves  that  preemptive  measures 
by  U.S.  Forces  were  unnecessary.  Similarly,  a  number  of  conclusions  were  based 
on  an  extensive  after-the-fact  analysis  which  was  not  available  to  decisionmakers 
during  the  short  period  of  the  crisis.  The  Department  of  Defense  believes  that 
some  general  comments  are  appropriate,  in  order  to  put  these  events  and  con- 
clusions into  better  perspective  and  to  make  the  report  more  accurate  and  help- 
ful.  There  are  four  substantive  areas  which  deserve  attention  and  general 
comments. 

First,  the  report  insists  that  the  whereabouts  of  the  crew  could  and  should 
have  been  more  accurately  ascertained.  This  criticism  must  be  viewed  in  the  con- 
text of  the  crisis.  The  implication  that  the  U.S.  intelligence  community  can  or 
should  be  able  to  reach  into  every  remote  corner  of  the  world  on  a  moment's 
notice,  ignores  the  physical  and  fiscal  facts  of  life.  The  information  desired  here 
was  not  general  but  very  detailed  and  concerned  specific  people  who  were  being 
moved  almost  constantly.  Air  observation  and  photographs  may  be  helpful  in 
such  a  case  but  certainly  offer  no  guarantee  to  provide  this  type  of  data.  The 
time  to  conduct  extensive  examination  of  photography  and  detailed  debriefings 
of  aircrews,  as  was  conducted  by  the  GAO,  was  simply  not  available  to  decision- 
makers. It  must  be  recalled  that  approximately  16  hours  elapsed  from  planning 
•  •■  ution  of  the  Koh  Tang  operation.  Actually  the  D.8.  was  aware  that  some 
of  the  crew  had  probably  readied  the  mainland.  To  ask  for  more,  stretches 
credibility.  Moreover,  even  the  GAO  DOSt-action  analysis  does  not  indicate  that 
definitive  knowledge  regarding  the  location  of  the  crew  was  among  the  available 
data.  Also,  there  is  no  evidence  that  an  additional  wait  would  have  further 
clarified  the  situation.  It  remains  for  us  to  insist  that  the  assessments  made  were 
■<1  as  could  be  expected  in  the  light  of  information  then  available  and  the 
other  considerations  which  constrained  planners  and  decision-makers. 

:id.  the  report  charges  that  the  timing  of  the  operation  was  unnecessarily 
hurried,  requiring  commanders  to  act  with  Inadequate  force  and  Intelligence. 
Again  this  criticism   must   be  viewed   in   the  context   of  the  time  and  the  events. 

The  United  state-  was  attempting  to  secure  the  release  of  the  Siayagnes  crew 

before  anything  hapi>ened  to  them  or  they  were  transferred  to  the  less  accessible 
interior  of  the  mainland. 
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From  a  military  standpoint,  it  is  a  well  known  and  proven  principle  that  to 
move  first  and  earliest  yields  a  commander  great  advantage  over  an  opponent 
by  denying  him  the  time  or  the  opportunity  to  improve  his  position.  In  this  case 
moving  rapidly  to  cordon  off  the  island  and  to  attack  the  local  garrison  was  not 
unreasonable.  In  fact,  the  crew  was  not  on  Koh  Tang.  This  does  not  discredit 
the  timing  or  the  tactics  used  as  much  as  it  illustrates  again  the  uncertainties 
which  plague  military  operations  and  intelligence  gathering  (discussed  above). 
Certainly,  delay  would  have  made  it  possible  to  bring  more  force  to  bear  but 
this  decision  would  have  given  the  Cambodians  more  time  to  act.  As  with  all 
military  operations,  it  was  necessary  to  balance  competing  and  incompatible 
demands  and  in  the  context  of  the  crisis  surprise  was  gauged  to  be  more  import- 
ant than  overwhelming  force.  Therefore,  we  believe  that  the  tactical  judgments 
that  were  made,  based  on  information  available  at  the  time,  were  both  reasonable 
and  justified  from  a  military  point  of  view. 

Third,  the  report  challenges  the  underlying  purposes  for  attacking  mainland 
targets.  The  intent  of  the  mainland  airstrikes  was  to  deny  Cambodia  the  capa- 
bility to  interfere  either  by  sea  or  by  air.  The  fact  that  in  retrospect  the  specific 
bombing  strikes  had  little  influence  on  the  Cambodians'  decision  to  release  the 
Mayageuz  crew  is  not  disputed.  However,  the  presence  of  U.S.  combat  aircraft 
on  the  scene  prior  to  tne  airstrikes  and  before  the  release  of  the  Mayaguez  crew 
as  indicated  in  Captain  Miller's  testimony,  did  weigh  heavily  in  the  Cambodian 
decision.  Additionally,  the  fact  that  the  Cambodians  did  not  reinforce  or  interfere 
with  our  operation  on  Koh  Tang  from  the  mainland  cannot  be  disputed.  This 
lack  of  reinforcement  or  interference  can  be  attributed,  in  part  at  least,  to  the 
successful  mainland  airstrikes.  The  facilities  were  approved  military  targets  and, 
in  light  of  the  information  at  the  time,  were  appropriate,  based  on  the  limited 
objectives  for  which  the  airstrikes  were  designed. 

Fourth,  the  report  states  that  available  intelligence  on  Cambodian  opposition 
on  Koh  Tang  was  not  fully  coordinated  and  was  not  made  available  to  the  assault 
force  commander.  This  criticism  is  only  partially  true.  The  Defense  Intelligence 
Agency  (DIA)  and  Intelligence  Center  Pacific  (IPAC)  did  agree  on  the  nature 
of  the  probable  opposition,  and  in  retrospect  their  force  estimates  appear  to  be 
quite  accurate.  Although  these  estimates  were  given  wide  distribution,  by  an 
unusual  set  of  circumstances  they  did  not  reach  the  ground  assault  commander. 
The  Commander  in  Chief,  Pacific  (CINCPAC)  has  subsequently  established  a 
feedback  system  which  is  designed  to  ensure  acknowledgement  of  critical  intel- 
ligence by  all  commands  directly  concerned  in  an  operation  of  this  sort.  It  should 
be  recognized  that  time  and  geographical  distances  were  both  critical  factors 
in  the  operation  which  inhibited  extensive  cross-checking  and  feedback. 

GAO  Note:  Additional  specific  observations  made  by  Defense  are  addressed 
in  the  text  of  the  report  and  therefore  were  not  printed. 


APPENDIX  VI 

Status  of  Incident  at  Time  of  Each  National  Security  Council  Meeting 

The  first  National  Security  Council  meeting  was  convened  about  7  hours  after 
Washington  received  notice  of  the  seizure.  Information  concerning  Cambodian 
motivations  prior  to  the  first  meeting  included  the  knowledge  that : 

— 10  days  before  the  seizure  a  group  of  Thai  fishing  boats  had  been  seized 

and  later  released  by  Cambodia. 
— 8  days  before  the  seizure  Cambodian  patrol  boats  had  fired  upon  and 

unsuccessfully  attempted  to  seize  a  South  Korean  ship. 
— 6  days  before  the  seizure  six  vessels  fleeting  from  South  Vietnam  and  a 

Vietnam  Government  craft  were  seized  by  Cambodia. 
— 5  days  before  the  seizure  Cambodia  had  stopped,  seized,  and  searched  a 

Panamanian  vessel,  which  it  released  about  36  hours  later. 
— 5  days  before  the  seizure  Cambodian  authorities  were  focusing  attention 

on  the  need  to  control  certain  outlying  islands  because  of  possible  petro- 
leum reserves. 
— 3  days  before  the  seizure  evidence  suggested  that  the  new  Cambodian 

Government  was  claiming  a  90  mile  territorial  limit  and  planned  to  seize 

all  foreign  ships  violating  such  limits. 
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Attend 
President 
Vice  President 

■retary  of  Star- 

Secretary  "t   I 
Director,  Central  EnteWgi 
Deputy  Secretary  <>f  Btate 
i  deputy  Secretary  of  i  defense 

AsafBtanl   to  the  Presidenl   for  National  security  Affair 
Acting  Chairman,  Joint  chiefs  of  Staff,  General  David  Jonea 
Assistant  to  the  President,  Donald  Rumsfeld 
Deputy  Assistant   for  National  Security  Affairs 

Senior    NSC'    Staff  Officer   (OI   Ka-t    Asia.    Richard   Smyser 

Vtion   of  ship 
Believed  being  taken  to  Cambodian  mainland. 
Location  of  crew 

Believed  to  be  on  ship. 
Status  of  military  and   other  activities 
Prior  to  this  first    meeting  : 

— The  National  Military  Command  Center  had  directed  and  the  T'.S.  Pacific 

Command   had   launched   reconnaissance  aircraft    from   Utapao,  Thailand. 

— Commander  7th   Fleet    had   tasked   the  destroyyer   I'.S.S.   Holt    and  supply 

ship  I'.S.S.    Vega   to  proceed   to  seizure  area   at    hest    B] 
— Intelligence  community  was  taking  actions  necessary  to  maximize  infor- 
mation availability. 

SubscqtK  nt   actions 

— Contact    made   with    the   People's    Republic   of   China    Liaison    Office    in 

Washington    and    the    Foreign    Ministry    in    Peking   and   with   Cambodian 

representatives  in  Peking  to  demand  Ship's  release. 
— Constant    reconnaissance  of  area  ordered,  including  tracking  of  all  naval 

craft     (initially    outside    of    but    later    within    12-mile    territorial    limit). 

Photo  reconnaissance  made  of  Phnom  Penh.  Kompong  Som,  and  Ponlo 

YVai.  with  priority  on  identifying  merchant  ships,  naval  craft,  and  para- 
troop  landing  zones. 
— Aircraft   carrier  I'.S.S.  Coral  Sea  directed  to  proceed  to  seizure  area  at 

best  speed. 
— An   Amphibious   Heady  Group/Marine  assault  unit  of  four  vessels  were 

to  prepare  to  proceed  to  seizure  area. 
— Guidance  issued  to  U.S.  merchant  ships  to  stay  clear  of  area. 
— Munitions  placed   in  water  in  vicinity  of  Bfayaguez  as  a  signal  against 

movement. 
— Mines  readied  for  specific  areas  adjunct  to  the  seizure  area. 
— Jet  aircraft   ordered  to  make  low  passes  over  and  to  lire  near,  but  not  at. 

small  craft  in  the  general  area. 
— President  authorized  use  of  riot  control  agents  in  effort  to  recover  ship 

and  crew. 
— U-S.S.   Holt   ordered   to   be   prepared   to   move  or   to  disable  Mayaguez 

upon  arrival  at  scene. 
— U.S.   7th   Fleet    directed  the   .Marine  Amphibious  Ready  Croup  to  reassign 

troops  to  have  them  ready  to  move. 

SECOND    MEETING,    TUESDAY,    MAY    13,    10  130    TO    11  I  3  0    A.M. 

Attendees 
President 
Vice   President 
Secretary   of   I>ef. 
Under   Secretary   of   State   for   Political    Affairs 


1  At   the  time  <>f  tiif  Mayaguez  crisis,  both  posts  were  held  by  Henry  Kissinger.  The 

Deputy  Secretary  of  state  presented  the  views  of  the  Department  <>f  state  at  each  NSC 
session  while  Mr.  Kissinger  acted  in  his  capacity  as  Assistant  to  the  President  for  Na- 
tional Security  Affairs. 
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Acting  Chairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  General  David  Jones 

Director,  Central  Intelligence  Agency 

Deputy  Assistant  to  the  President  for  National  Security  Affairs 

Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 

Assistant  to  the  President,  Donald  Rumsfeld 

Counsellor  to  the  President,  John  Marsh 

Counsellor  to  the  President,  Robert  Hartmann 

Senior  NSC  Staff  Officer  for  East  Asia,  Richard  Smyser 

Location  of  ship 

Ship  initially  located  near  Poulo  Wai  Island.  Ship  then  moved  to  about  one 
mile  off  Koh  Tang  Island,  a  Cambodian-claimed  island  about  30  miles  south/ 
southwest  of  the  Cambodian  mainland.  Ship  now  dead  in  water. 

Location  of  crew 

Visual  reconnaissance  had  reported  that  a  small  vessel  with  lots  of  people 
was  leaving  Mayaguez  and  moving  toward  Koh  Tang.  Subsequent  visual  report 
indicated  small  vessel  flying  red  flag  moving  toward  Koh  Tang  with  possible 
Caucasians  on  board. 

Status  of  diplomatic,  military,  and  other  activities 

— One   reconnaissance   aircraft  had   received  minor  hit  from  Cambodian 

small  arms  fire. 
— No  response  yet  received  from  diplomatic  notes  given  to  People's  Republic 

of  China  Foreign  Ministry  or  Cambodian  Embassy  in  Peking. 
— Cambodian  local  authorities  learned  that  an  American  ship  had  been 

captured  south  of  Poulo  Wai  and  that  the  prisoners  were  to  be  moved  to 

Koh  Tang  Island. 
— Thai  Prime  Minister  had  emphasized  that  Thailand  would  not  permit  use 

of  its  bases  for  U.S.  action  or  retaliation  against  Cambodia.  The  U.S. 

Charge  d' Affaires  informed  Thai  Government  that  United  States  would 

inform  it  before  undertaking  any  action  involving  Thai  based  U.S.  planes. 
— U.S.  Charge  d' Affaires  in  Thailand  had  advised  Secretary  of  State  that 

United  States  should  "play  by  the  rules"  otherwise  it  stands  to  lose  a 

great  deal  in  terms  of  Thai  cooperation. 

Subsequent  actions 

— Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  ordered  second  aircraft  carrier  with  Amphibious 

Ready   Group/Marine  assault  unit  to  sail  from  Philippines  as  soon  as 

possible. 
— Joint   Chiefs   of   Staff  directed   CINCPAC   and   on-scene  commander   to 

isolate  Koh  Tang  by  intercepting  all  vessels  but  to  obtain  Washington 

approval  before  destroying  or  sinking  any  vessels. 
— Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  directed  that  all  available  helicopters  in  Thailand, 

125  U.S.  Air  Force  security  police  from  Nakhon  Phanom  Air  Base  in 

Thailand,  2  Marine  platoons  from  the  Philippines,  and  a  Marine  battalion 

from  Okinawa  be  moved  to  Utapao,  Thailand  Air  Base. 
— One  Cambodian  gunboat  sunk  by  U.S.  A-7  aircraft. 

THIRD   MEETING,   TUESDAY,   MAY   13,   10  :40  P.M.   TO  ABOUT   12  :30  P.M. 

Attendees 
President 
Vice  President 
Secretary  of  State 
Secretary  of  Defense 
Director,  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
Deputy  Secretary  of  State 

Acting  Chairman,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  General  David  Jones 
Assistant  to  the  President  for  National  Security  Affairs 
Deputy  Assistant  for  National  Security  Affairs 
Assistant  to  the  President,  Donald  Rumsfeld 
Counsellor  to  the  President,  John  Marsh 
Counsellor  to  the  President,  Robert  Hartmann 
Counsel  to  the  President,  Philip  Buchen 
Senior  NSC  Staff  Officer  for  East  Asia,  Richard  Smyser 
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Location  of  ship 
N"  change. 
ition  >>f  on 
tring  boat  suspected  of  carrying  Caucasians  had  been  visually  lajseinjd 
before  this  xsc  meeting  moving  Crom  Kob  Tang  toward  Cambodian  mainland. 

D.8.  jetfl  unsuccessfully  tried  to  stop  or  divert   its  movement   by  tiring  SCtf 

bOW   and  dropping   riot   control   agents  on   it.   Pilots   reported   tiiat    at    11:1."»  p.m. 

it    docked    at    the    mainland    port    of    Eompong    Som.    One   pilot    report    indicated 

to  possible  Caucasians  on  hoard.  Pacific  Commend  Intelligence  report  indi- 
cated s  to  i>  possible  crew  members  were  aboard. 

Status  of  diplomatic,  military  and  oth<r  artivitirs 

— r.s.  message  for  Oambodia  furnished  to  the  People's  Republic  of  China 

Forei.cn   Ministry    in    Peking  00   previous  day   had   been   returned. 
— Communist  Chinese  official  in  Paris  had  said  Chinese  would  not  do  anything 

if  United  States  used  military  force. 
— Unsuccessful  attempt  made  by  United  States  to  rescue  K)  Cambodian  sur- 
vivors from  gunboat  sunk  by  U.S.  aircraft. 
— Helicopter  transporting  1^  U.S.  Air  Force  Security  Police  from  North  Thai- 
land to  Utapao  Air  Base  lost  with  23  Americans  killed. 
Subsequent  actions 
— Plans   finalized    for   Wednesday    night    (Thursday    morning    in    Cambodia  | 
Marine  assault  on  Koh  Tang,  boarding  of  Mayaguez.  and  bombing  of  targets 
in  Kompong  Som  area  of  Cambodian  mainland. 
— U.S.S.    Hancock,    carrying    14    Marine   helicopters  and  400  Marines    (from 
April  1975  U.S.  evacuation  from  Cambodia),  departed  for  Koh  Tang;  esti- 
mated arrival  time  6:00  a.m.,  Friday  morning. 
— The  United  States  delivered  a  letter  between  1 :00  and  2:00  p.m  on  \Y. 
day  to  U.N.  Secretary  General  seeking  help  in  securing  release  of  ship  and 
crew. 
— One  additional  Cambodian  gunboat  and   two  small  vessels  sunk   by    I'.s. 

aircraft. 
— Senate  Foreign   Relations  Committee  unanimously  approved  a  Resolution 
stating  that : 

"Committee  condemns  an  act  of  armed  aggression  on  an  unarmed  U.S. 
merchant  vessel  in  the  course  of  innocent  passage  on  an  established  trade 
route. 

"The  President  has  engaged  in  diplomatic  means  to  secure  release  and 
we  support  that. 

"Third,  we  support  the  President  in  the  exercise  of  his  constitutional 
powers  within  the  framework  of  the  War  Powers  Resolution  to  secure 
the  release  of  the  ship  and  its  men. 

"We  urge  the  Cambodian  Government  to  release  the  ship  and  the  men 
forthwith." 
— Thailand  formally  protested  U.S.  movement  of  Marines  to  Thailand  and 

requested  their  removal. 
— A  U.S.  Embassy  in  the  Middle  East  reported  to  the  Secretary  of  State  that 
a    third    country    official    had    learned    from    a    senior    (security    deletion] 
diplomat  that  his  government  was  using  its  influence  with  Cambodia  to  seek 
early  release  of  the  Mayaguez  and  that  it  was  expected  to  be  released  - 
— Defense  press  spokesman  announced  that   there  were  Indications  that  the 
Cambodians  appeared  to  be  attempting  to  move  U.S.  captive  crewmen  from 
the  ship  and  from  the  Island  of  Koh  Tang  to  the  mainland.  One  boar  suc- 
ceeded in  reaching  Kompong  Som. 
— B—">2  bombers  in  Guam  tasked  for  use  in  operations  to  recapture  Mayaguez. 
— Discretionary  authority  given  to  attack  and  sink  all  small  craft  in  vicinity 
of  Koh  Tang 

FOURTH    MEETING,    WEDNESDAY.    MAY    14,    I  151    P.M.    TO    5:40    P.M. 

Attendees 
President 
Vice  President 
Secretary  of  State 
Secretary  of  Defense 
Deputy  Secretary  of  State 
Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
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Director,  Central  Intelligence  Agency 

Counsel  to  the  President,  Philip  Buehen 

Assistant  to  the  President  for  National  Security  Affairs 

Assistant  to  the  President,  Donald  Rumsfeld 

Counsellor  to  the  President.  John  Marsh 

Acting  Chairman.  Joint  Chiefs  of  staff.  General  David  Jones 

Deputy  Assistant  for  National  Security  Affairs 

Senior  NSC  Staff  Officer  for  East  Asia,  Richard  Smyser 

Counsellor  to  the  President,  Robert  Hartmann 

Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  Admiral  James  Holloway 

Location  of  ship 

No  change. 
Location  of  crew 

No  new  information. 
Status  of  diplomatic,  military  and  other  activities 
— U.S.S.  Holt  on  scene  near  Koh  Tang.  Second  destroyer  within  3  hours  of 
Koh  Tang  area.  U.S.S.  Coral  Sea  close  enough  to  launch  air  strikes  on  Cam- 
bodian mainland. 
— 22  Members  of  Congress  informed  about  sinking  of  Cambodian  vessels  to 

prevent  movement  of  crew  to  the  mainland. 
— First  public  announcement  made  of  U.S.  use  of  military  force. 

Subsequent  actions 

— President  briefs  17  congressional  leaders  on  military  actions  ordered  at  4th 
NSC  meeting. 

— Letter  sent  to  President  of  U.N.  Security  Council  stating  that  "certain  appro- 
priate measures  under  Article  51  *  *  *  to  achieve  release  of  vessel  and  its 
crew"  had  been  taken. 

— Marine  assault  made  on  Koh  Tang  and  Mayaguez. 

— Marines  recapture  Mayaguez;  crew  released  by  Cambodians  and  recovered. 

— Ream  Airfield  and  refinery  in  Kompong  Som  area  bombed  with  tactical 
aircraft  from  U.S.S.  Coral  Sea. 

— 15,000  pound  bomb  dropped  on  Koh  Tang  Island. 


APPENDIX  7 
Chronology  of  Mayaguez  Incident 

Meaning  of  type  faces  : 

Roman  type — Items  in  executive  branch  chronology  confirmed  by  GAO. 
Bold  type — Items  in  executive  branch  chronology  GAO  was  unable  to  confirm. 
Italic  type — Additions  to  or  modifications  of  executive  branch  chronology. 

Type  of  action 


Time  U.S.  U.S. 

diplo-       mili- 


Washington       Cambodian    matic        tary  Other       Action 


Apr.  17 May  12 X  Between  fall  of  Phnom  Penh  on  Apr.  17  and 

seizure  of  Mayaguez  on  May  12.  the  United 
States  undertook  periodic  reconnaissance 
flights  in  the  area. 

Apr.  25 Apr.  27 X  A  Cambodian  "Special  National  Congress"  con- 

firmed Sihanouk  as  Chief  of  State  and  Penn 
Nouth  as  Prime  Minister  of  the  neic  Govern- 
ment of  Cambodia. 

May  1 X  State  Department  Status  Report  on  Cambodia 

stated;  "At  present,  to  our  knowledge,  no  foreign 
nation  has  an  Embassy  in  Phnom  Penh." 
[GAO  Note:  State  Department  later  said  that 
there  may  hate  been  People's  Republic  of  China 
personnel  in  Phnom  Penh  at  this  time  but  there 
was  no  indication  that  an  Embassy  had  been 
established.] 

May  2 A  group  of  Thai  fishing  boats  were  seized  and  later 

ed  by 


released  by  Cambodian  authorities. 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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APPENDIX  :    Continued 

On  o»  Mai  v.i  n  i  m  dm  r  i     Continued 

•  in-  in  rxecutlre  branch  chronology  confirmed  bj  <;.\<» 

Bold    type — Items    in    executive    branch    chronolog>    QAO    » ■»    unable    to   confirm. 
Italic   type — Addition*    to   <>r   modification*   of  excrutnv    bran C A    <  limnology. 


'.  action 


Time 


U.8. 

diplo-        mill- 
Washington        Cambodian     matic        tary  Other 


May  4 

May6 

May? 

May? 

May  9 

May  12 

3:10  to  3:18  2:10  to  2:18 

a.m.  p.m. 

3:18  a.m 2:18p.m... 


Action 


4  to  5  a.m 3  to  4  p.m. 


4:45  a.m 3:45  p.m. 


4:54  to  6:55 
a.m. 


3:54  to  5:55       X 
p.m. 


5:12  a.m 4:12  p.m 

5:34  a.m 4:34  p.m 

Approximately 

5:55  a.m 4:55  p.m 

6:13  a.m 5:13  p.m 

6:20  a.m 5:20p.m 

6:46  a.m 5:46  p.m 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


Korean  ship  fired  upon  by  Cambodian  patrol  boat 

but    escaped.    Korean  official*   requeilrd    IS 

assistance.  I  '.S.  officials  m  Korea  discussed  on 

■  i/  occasion*  with  State  Department  officials 

in  Washington  by  phone. 

6  tessels  fleeing  from  South  Vietnam  and  a  South 
Vietnam  Goiernment  craft  were  seized  by 
Cambodia. 

Xeu  Cambodian  regime  was  focusing  attention  on 
which  islands  they  should  control  because  of 
possible  petroleum  rtsenes. 

Panamanian  ship  seiztd:  released  about  55  hours 
later  on  authority  of  Cambodian  hierarchy. 

Therf  was  some  evidence  to  suggest  the  n'.w  Cam- 
bodian Government  was  claiming  a  90-mile 
territorial  limit  and  planned  to  ttize  foreign 
ships  violating  such  limits. 


SS  Mayaguez — a  U.S.  merchant  ship — chal- 
lenged by  Cambodian  gunboat  firing  shot  over 
bow  about  6-7  miles  south  of  Cambodian  island 
of  Paulo  Wai  which  lies  about  60  miles  south/ 
southwest  of  Cambodian  mainland. 

Mr.  John  Seal  of  Delta  Exploration  To.  in 
Jakarta,  Indonesia  received  a  mayday  call 
from  the  Mayaguez:  "Have  been  fired  upon 
and  boarded  by  Cambodian  armed  forces  at 
9  degrees  48  minutes  north/102  degrees  53 
minutes  east.  Ship  is  being  towed  to  unknown 
Cambodian  port." 

Mr.  Neal  lost  communication  with  the  May- 
aguez, gave  up  trying  to  reach  the  ship  and 
informed  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Jakarta  of  the 
incident. 

U.S.  Defense  Attache  Offict,  Singapore,  informed 
Commander  Seventh  Flert  that  local  shipping 
agency  has  received  mayday  rtlayed  by  tubooat: 
"Being  boarded  by  Cambodian  army  and 
commandeered  at  position  9  degrees  48  minutes 
northllOS  degrees  IS  minutes  tost."  \'essel 
identified  itself  as  an  American  flag  ship.  DOD 
officials  stated  that  message  arrived  at  CIXPAC 
headquarters,  Honolulu,  and  Washington  after 
message  from  Jakarta. 

U.S.  Embassy  Jakarta  sends  Washington 
(NSA.i  White  House,  CIA',  DIA',  NMCC«, 
and  concerned  commands  a  series  of  six 
messages  informing  them  of  the  incident. 
Embassy  indicates  that  vessel  is  under  own 
power  slowly  following  one  gunboat  to 
Kompong  Som;  no  casualties;  crew  does  not 
feel  to  be  in  immediate  danger:  troops  on 
board  do  not  speak  English,  crew  standing 
by  for  any  instructions. 

National  Military  Command  Center  at  the 
Pentagon  and  other  addressees  receive 
notification  of  the  incident  from  U.S. 
Embassy  Jakarta. 

XMCC  officials  discussed  seizure  with  Pacific 
Command  officials. 


Mayaguez  anchors  near  Poulo  Wai  Island  close 
to  the  point  of  seizure. 

Follow-up  message  from  U.S.  DAOi.  Manila 
reporting  local  radio  operator  receipt  of  mayday 
message  redistributed. 

XMCC  officials  discuss  possible  aircraft  recon- 
naissance with  Pacific  Command. 

Acting  Chairman,  JCS*  notified  of  situation. 
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APPENDIX  7— Continued 

Chronology  of  Mayaguez  Incident — Continued 

Meaning  of  type  faces  : 

Roman  type — Items  in  executive  branch  chronology  confirmed  by  GAO. 
Bold  type — Items  in  executive  branch  chronology  GAO  was  unable  to  confirm. 
Italic  type — Additions  to  or  modifications  of  executive  branch  chronology. 


Time 


Type  of  action 


U.S. 
diplo- 


U.S. 
mili- 


Washington       Cambodian    matic        tary 


Other       Action 


7:02  a.m 6:02  p. m 

7:19  a.m 6:19  p.m 

7:30  a.m 6:30  p.m 

Approximately 
7:40a.m 6:40  p.m 


8:10  to  8:32 
a.m. 


7:10  to  7:32 
p.m. 


9:37  a.m 8:37  p.m 

9:57  a.m 8:57  p.m 

10:05  a.m 9:05  p.m 

10:19  a.m 9:19  p.m 

12:05  p.m 11:05  p.m... 

May  12 


May  12,  May  13, 

1:50  p.m.  12:50  a.m. 


2:12  p.m 1:12  a.m. 


:44  p.m 2:44  a.m. 


p.m 3:30  a.m. 


4:30  p.m 3:30  a.m 

5:22  p.m 4:22  a.m 

6  p.m.- 5  a.m 

6:24  p.m 5:24  a.m 

May  13,  exacttime  uncertain 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


NMCC  notifies  Pacific  Command  to  get  crew 

in  aircraft  for  possible  launch. 
NMCC  initiates  inquiry  to  ascertain  cargo  of 

Mayaguez. 
JCS  orders  CINCPAC  to  send  reconnaissance 

aircraft  to  find  ship. 


During  his  regular  morning  intelligence  briefing 
the  President  learned  of  the  Mayaguez  seizure. 

Pacific  Command  requested  authority  to  use  flares/ 
searchlights  for  illumination  for  photo  coverage. 
NMCC  authorized  use.  Restricted  aircraft  to 
outside  of  Cambodian  12-mile  territorial  limit 
and  directed  "get  aircraft  airborne." 

C1NCPA  CFLT,7  Hawaii,  directs  nearest  surface 
units  to  proceed  to  area  at  best  speed  to  provide 
assistance  as  practicable. 

P-3  aircraft  launched  from  Thailand  to  locate 
Mayaguez. 

Pacific  Command  notified  NMCC  that  PS  air- 
craft from  Cubi  Point,  Philippines  enroute  to 
scene. 

Destroyer,  U.S.S.  Holt  and  a  supply  ship, 
U.S.S.  Vega,  get  underway  for  seizure  area. 

President  convened  meeting  of  National 
Security  Council. 

President  authorized  U.S.  forces  to  use  riot  control 
agents  in  the  event  a  military  operation  is  ap- 
proved to  recover  the  Mayaguez  and  crew. 

White  House  announces  seizure  of  ship.  Presi- 
dent calls  it  an  "act  of  piracy,"  demands  imme- 
diate release  of  ship  and  states  that  failure  to  do 
so  will  have  the  most  serious  consequences. 

Aircraft  carrier,  U.S.S.  Coral  Sea  and  escorts 
directed  to  proceed  to  vicinity  of  Kompong 
Som.  An  amphibious  ready  group  of  four 
vessels  (U.S.S.  Okinawa,  Deluth,  Barbour 
County,  and  Mt.  Vernon)  were  directed  to 
prepare  to  proceed  to  seizure  area. 

JCS  directed  (1)  continuous  P-3  surveillance  of 
seizure  area,  (2)  two  flights  of  photo  recon- 
naissance of  Phnom  Penh,  Kompong  Som 
port,  and  Poulo  Wai  at  first  satisfactory  light, 
and  (3)  high  altitude  coverage  of  Poulo  Wai. 
Subsequent  CINCPAC  message  implement- 
ing photo  reconnaissance  directs  aircraft  to 
give  priority  to  identifying  merchant  ships, 
naval  craft,  and  paratroop  landing  zones. 

A  representative  of  the  Liaison  Office  of  the 
People's  Republic  of  China  was  summoned 
to  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  State 
and  given  a  message  for  the  Cambodian  au- 
thorities, demanding  the  release  of  the  ship. 
The  PRC  representative  refused  to  accept 
the  message. 

White  House  announces  that  Congressman  Rhodes 
who  was  at  White  House  on  another  matter,  was 
briefed  on  Mayaguez  by  President  Ford. 

CINCPAC  Fleet  ordered  that  MK52  mines  be 
readied  for  specified  areas. 

Voice  of  America  broadcast  to  Cambodia  carried 
news  story  of  Mayaguez  incident. 

Second  destroyer,  U.S.S.  Wilson  underway 
toward  seizure  area  with  estimated  time  of 
arrival  8:00  p.m.  on  the  14th. 

Cambodian  communist  local  authorities  learned 
that  a  U.S.  vessel  had  been  captured  south  of 
Poulo  Wai  and  that  the  American  prisoners 
were  to  be  moved  to  Koh  Tang  Island  by  the 
Cambodians. 
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APPENDIX    7      OorfttMMd 

I'll'.  CM     Mw  m,i  I  I    I  \<  UN  N  I      <  '"iitinurd 

Meaning  of  t\i  • 

■    type     it. his  iii  eiecutire  branch  cbronolon  confirmed  by  <;.\<> 

Ilold    t>pc — Item*    in   executive    branch   chronology   (JAO   was   unahlr    to   confirm. 

/f'j/ir  f?/;)f — Additions  to  or  mod  /  emtcuttvt  branch  chronology. 


Typ*  of  action 


Time 


0.8. 

diplo-        mili- 

Washlngton        Cambodian     matic        tary 


Other        Action 


9:16  p.m 8:16  a.m. 


9:43  p.m 8:43  a.m. 


9:44  p.m.. 

10:30  p.m. 
10:54  p.m. 

11:37  p.m. 
12:10  a.m. 


8:44  a.m 

9:30  a.m 

9:54  a.m 

10:37  a.m 

11:10a.m....  X 


12:30a. m ll:30a.m 


2:25  a.m 1:25  p.m.. 


2:25  a.m 1:25  p.m. 

4  a.m 3  p.m... 


4:45  a.m 3:45  p.m 


Approximately 

5:40  a.m.  to        4:40  to  5:00 
6:00  a.m.  p.m. 


5:54  a.m 4:54  p.m 

6:17  a.m 5:17  p.m 

Approximately 

6:18  to  6:24  5:18  to  5:24 

a.m.  p.m. 

Approximately 
6:30  a.m 5:30  p.m 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  uble. 


P-3  aircraft  reports  U>  positive  identification 
of  Mayaguez,  anchored  of!  Poulo  Wai  Island  , 
(2)  took  one  minor  hit  on  low  identification 
pass,  and  (3)  two  gunboats  in  vicinity. 

Mayaguez  leaves  Poulo  Wai  and  proceeds  as  per 
instructions  of  armed  guard  on  half  speed  to  stall 
for  time. 

U.S.  Seventh  Fleet  directs  the  marine  amphib- 
ious ready  group  alpha  to  reassign  troops 
to  have  them  ready  to  move. 

Deputy  Assistant  for  National  Security  Affairs 
updates  President  on  Mayaguez  situation. 

P-3  aircraft  tasked  to  locate  and  trace  all  Cam- 
bodian naval  units  in  area. 

P-3  aircraft  reported  that  Mayaguez  was 
underway  heading  north. 

A  representative  of  the  U.S.  Liaison  Office  in 
Peking  delivered  a  message  to  the  Cambodian 
Embassy  there.  A  m<  ssage  was  also  delivered 
to  the  Foreign  Ministry  of  the  People's 
Republic  of  China. 

A  mariners  warning  to  avoid  the  area  where  the 
Mayaguez  was  seized  was  disseminated  through 
the  Defense  Mapping  Agency  Hydrographic 
Center.  {The  warning  was  finalized  by  the 
U.S.  Government  agencies  involved  in  Wash- 
ington in  the  evening  of  the  ISth.  This  was  the 
first  communication  of  the  U.S.  warning  to 
U.S.  shipping.) 

P-3  aircraft  reported  Mayaguez  dead  in  water 
apparently  preparing  to  anchor  1  mile  north 
of  Koh  Tang  Island.  Mayaguez  log  indicates 
that  ship  anchored  off  Koh  Tang  at  about 
this  time. 

Deputy  Assistant  for  National  Security  Affairs 
briefs  President  on  situation. 

Thai  Premier  informed  Lnited  States  that  Thai- 
land would  not  permit  use  of  its  bases  for  I  '.S. 
action  or  retaliation  against  Cambodia.  U.S. 
Charge"  d' Affairs  advised  that  the  United  States 
would  inform  the  Thai  Government  before  under- 
taking any  action  involving  Thai  based  planes. 

A-7  aircraft  placed  ordnance  in  the  water  in 
vicinity  of  Mayaguez  as  a  signal  not  to  get 
underway. 


Mayagurz  captain  and  crew  ordered  into  two  small 
fishing  boats  by  Cambodian  guards.  Boats  leave 
the  Mayaguez  and  anchor  about  76  yards  off  the 
beach. 

F-lll  aircraft  report  smaller  vessels  tied  up  to 
Mayaguez  and  a  ladder  over  side  of  Maya- 
guez. 

JCS  directs  CIN'PAC  to  (1)  maintain  constant 
surveillance  of  Mayaguez,  (2)  prevent  its 
movement  into  port  on  the  Cambodian  main- 
land. Authority  granted  to  (!)  fire  in  vicinity 
of  but  not  at  small  boats  to  prevent  movement  and 
(t)  proceed  within  It  mile  territorial  limit. 


On  scene  aircraft  report  two  small  vessels  which 
had  been  tied  to  Mayaguez  moving  toward 
the  island.  «  lying  a  red  flag  ap- 

peared to  have  Caucasian  personnel  on  board 
while  the  other  was  carrying  a  lot  of  people. 

Two  gunboats  tie  up  to  anchored  fishing  boats 
containing  the  Mayaguez  crew. 
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APPENDIX  7— Continued 

Chronology  of  Mayaguez  Incident — Continued 

Meaning  of  type  faces  : 

Roman  type — Items  in  executive  branch  chronology  confirmed  by  GAO. 
Bold  type — Items  in  executive  branch  chronology  GAO  was  unable  to  confirm. 
Italic  type — Additions  to  or  modifications  of  executive  branch  chronology. 


Type  of  action 


Time 


U.S.         U.S. 
diplo-       mili- 


Washington       Cambodian    matic       tary  Other       Action 


Approximately 
6:33a.m 5:33p.m X 

6:54  a. m 5:54  p. m 

Approximately 
7:15  a.m 6:15  p.m X 

7:31  a.m 6:31  p.m X 

7:35  a.m 6:35  p.m X 

8:27  a.m 7:27  p.m X 

8:30  a.m 8:30  p.m 

Approximately 
9tol0a.m 8  to  9  p.m.... 


:41  a.m 8:41  p.m. 


:50  to  10:08        8:50  to  9:C 
a.m.  p.m. 


9:59  a.m. 


8:59  p.m. 


10  a.m 9  p.m. 


Tuesday 
morning. 


Tuesday 
night. 


Approximately 

10:30  a.m 9:30  p.m. 

12  noon 11p.m.. 


12:10  p.m 11:10  p.m. 


May  13,  1:40      May  14, 
p.m.  12:40  a.m. 


Pilot  reports  that  personnel  are  disembarking  on 
Koh  Tang  Island.  Also  reports  ground  fire 
received  on  low  visual  reconnaissance  pass  with 
no  hits. 

White  House  briefed  press  on  location  of  ship  and 
U.S.  surveillance  effort. 


Aircraft  reports  small  boats  are  off-loading  person- 
nel onto  Koh  Tang  Island,  and  they  are  moving 
toward  interior  of  island. 

U.S.  Charge  on  Bangkok  reports  to  Secretary  of 
State  that  U.S.  should  "play  this  by  the  rules" 
otherwise  U.S.  stands  to  lose  a  great  deal  in  term 7 
of  Thai  cooperation. 

Aircraft  pilots  observed  crew  on  the  island  but 
it  cannot  be  ascertained  how  many  men 
have  been  moved. 

(Local  U.S.  command  reports  that  (1)  Mayaguez 
still  dead  in  water,  (£)  all  personnel  appear  to 
have  been  transferred  to  island,  (3)  two  small 
boats  are  at  island,  and  U)  aircraft  report  smaU 
arms  fire  from  island. 

Voice  of  America  broadcast  to  Cambodia  carried 
news  story  on  Mayaguez  incident. 


Cambodian  guards  take  Mayaguez  captain  and 
chief  engineer  back  to  Mayaguez  to  examine  cargo. 
They  are  frightened  by  U.S.  aircraft  dropping 
illumination  flares  and  return  to  fishing  vessel. 

JCS  notified  CINCPAC  that  key  immediate 
objective  is  to  prevent  Mayaguez  from  sailing 
toward  mainland  and  authorized  use  of  riot 
control  agents  and/or  gunfire  necessary  to 
disable  ship  with  miniumm  risk  of  lives  but 
without  risking  sinking  the  ship. 

U.S.  aircraft  report  that  two  50-60-foot  boats 
departed  Mayaguez  and  tied  up  to  three  vessels 
anchored  at  beach  and  that  5-6  people  then  went 
ashore  near  where  anti-aircraft  fire  had  been 
observed. 

U.S.S.  Holt  directed  to  be  prepared  on  arrival  to 
U)  move  Mayaguez  with  our  resources,  and  (I) 
disable  Mayaguez. 

Voice  of  American  broadcast  to  Cambodia  carried 
news  story  on  Mayaguez  incident. 

Mayaguez  crew  spends  night  aboard  fishing  vessels 
anchored  just  off  Koh  Tang  Island. 


President  convenes  NSC  meeting, 

JCS  directs  that  Koh  Tang  Island  be  isolated  by 
intercepting  all  boats.  Action  to  be  reported  JCS. 

JCS  directs  that  (1)  125  U.S.A. F.  security  police 
be  transferred  from  Nakhon  Phanom  to  Utapao, 
\t)  all  available  helicopters  in  Thailand  be 
transferred  to  Utapao,  (3)  two  marine  platoons 
be  transferred  from  the  Philippines  to  Utapao, 
and  (4)  a  marine  battalion  at  Okinawa  be 
placed  in  advanced  deployability  posture  for 
air  movement  to  Utapao. 

U.S.  aircraft  reports  five  gunships  in  cove 
near  Mayaguez  about  300  yards  off  shore  of 
Koh  Tang. 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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AI'l'KNDIX    7      Continue 

Obboholooi  <>k  Mayv.m/.  imim.ni     Continued 

atannlnf  of  tyi  • 

Roman  type-    lt.-m->  in  exacutlTe  branch  chronology  confirmed  by  <;.\<> 

Hold    tvpe — Items    in  executive   branch   chronology    (.A<>   was   unable   to  confirm. 
Ittilxc   type — Addition*    to   or   mo'/i/N-;,'  Aogy. 


Type  of  action 


Time 


[JA         r.s. 

dlplo-        mill- 
Washington       Cambodian    matlc        tary 


Other        Action 


m l  38  a.m. 


:05  p.m 2.-05  a.m.. 

3.12  p.m 2:12a.m... 

3:20  p.m 2:20  a.m.. 


3:35  to  3.57 

2:35  to  2:57 

p.m. 

a.m. 

5  p.m 

..  4  a.m 

5  05  p.m 

..  4:05  a.m 

5:05  p.m 4:05  a.m.. 


5:30  p.m 4:30  a.m.. 


5:46  p.m 4:46  a.m 

5:50  to  11  p.m.  450  to  10  a.m 


6  p.m 5  a.m 

6:30  p.m 5:30  a.m. 

6:30  p.m 5:30  a.m. 

7:04  p.m 6:04  a.m. 

Approximately 

7  p.m 6  a.m 


7:10p.m 6:10a.m 

7:30  p.m 6:30  a.m 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  tabic. 


CINCPAC  reports  first  ship  on  scene  will  be 

destroyer  Holt,  u  ith  an  estimated  arrival  time  of 

8    a.m.    (Cambodian    7    p.m.)    on    Hth    and 

that  carrier.  Coral  Sea  will  arrire  later  on  Uth. 

('130  aircraft  reports  receiving  small  arms  fire 

from  Koh  Tang  Island. 

JC8  directs  marine  battalion  to  move  from 

Okinawa  to  Utapao  by  airlift. 

C-130  aircraft  receive  antiaircraft  fire  from 
Cambodian  gunboats. 

PS  aircraft  reports  gunboat  discharged  four 
people  on  Koh  Tana  Island.  Four  probable 
jeeps  sighted  tinder  camouflage.  Four  people 
board  gunboat  enroute  to  Mayaquez. 

Destroyer  U.8.8.  Wilson  is  estimated  to  arrive  on 
scene  in  about  30  hours. 

Under  Secretary  of  State  for  Political  Affairs 
notified  that  a  high-ranking  Chinese  official  in 
Paris  said  Chinese  would  not  do  anything  if 
Unitfd  States  used  military  force  in  this  affair. 

Marine  battalion  from  Okinawa  begins  airlift  to 
Utapao.  Units  ready  for  forward  movement 
upon  arrival.  Estimated  completion  time  is  10 
hours  later. 

U.S.  aircraft  reports  that  earlier  a  30-foot  boat 
went  into  shore  at  Koh  Tang  Island,  3 
people  got  off,  about  15  minutes  later,  t-3  people 
got  back  on  and  boat  then  joined  other  craft 
anchored  about  250  meters  offshore;  that  shortly 
thereafter  a  patrol  boat  proceeded  to  the  Mayaguez 
and  stopped  and  that  people  or  supplies  could 
have  been  moved. 

Estimated  arrival  time  for  destroyer  U.S.S.  Holt 
extended  4  hours  to  It  a.m.  {Cambodian 
11  p.m.)  on  14th. 

White  House  Staff  Officers,  at  the  direction  of 
the  President,  contacted  10  House  and  11 
Senate  Members  regarding  the  military 
measures  directed  by  the  President  to  be 
taken  to  prevent  the  Mayaguez  and  its  crew 
from  being  transferred  to  the  Cambodian 
mainland,  and  to  prevent  any  reinforcement 
from  the  mainland  of  Cambodian  Forces 
detaining  the  Mayaguez  vessel  and  crew. 

Voice  of  America  broadcast  to  Cambodia  carried 
news  story  on  Mayaguez  incident. 

XMCC  confirmed  that  helicopter  lost  in  Thailand 
with  tS  Americans  aboard;  18  were  Air  Force 
security  police  being  transported  from  Northern 
Thailand  to  Utapao. 

A  field  report  indicated  that  at  this  time  a  30-foot 
craft  with  approximately  40  people  aboard 
departed  Koh  Tang. 

Three  patrol  boats  move  from  Koh  Tang 
Island.  Warning  fire  from  U.S.  aircraft  turn 
them  back. 


Fishing  boat  containing  Mayaguez  crew  is  an- 
chored off  Koh  Tang.  Under  Cambodian  guard, 
it  lifts  anchor  and  heads  toward  the  Cambodian 
mainland  port  of  Kompong  Som. 

JCS  orders  U.S.S.  Hancock  with  amphibious 
ready  grouplMarine  assault  unit  to  sail  from 
Philippines  to  Koh  Tang  areas  as  soon  as 
possible.  Orders  other  amphibious  ships  to  pro- 
ceed without  waiting  should  Hancock  te  delayed. 

\'oice  of  America  broadcast  to  Cambodia  carried 
news  story  on  Mayaguez  incident. 
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APPENDIX  7— Continued 

Chronology  of  Mayaguez  Incident — Continued 

Meaning  of  type  faces  : 

Roman  type — Items  in  executive  branch  chronology  confirmed  by  GAO. 
Bold  type — Items  in  executive  branch  chronology  GAO  was  unable  to  confirm. 
Italic  type — Additions  to  or  modifications  of  executive  branch  chronology. 


Type  of  action 


Time 


U.S.         U.S. 

diplo-       mili- 

Washington       Cambodian    matic       tary 


Other       Action 


8:12p.m 7:12  a.m X 

8:20p.m 7:20a.m X 

8:35  p.m 7:35  a.m X 


8:45  to  11:15       7:45  to  10:15 
p.m.  a.m. 


9:41  p.m. 


8:41  a.m.. 


Approximately 

10:40  p.m 9:40  a.m 

10:21  to  11  9:21  to  10 

p.m.  a.m. 

12  p.m.  to  2       11  a.m.  to  1 
a.m.  p.m. 

12:06  a.m 11:06  a.m... 


12:29  a.m 11:29  a.m 

12:40  a.m 11:40  a.m 

12:48  a.m 11:48  a.m 


2:45  a.m 1:45  p.m 

X 

2:49  a.m 1:49  p.m 

X 

3:54  to  5:35         2:54  to  4:35 
a.m.               p.m. 

X 

JCS  relayed  President's  decision  to  sink  a  Cam 
bodian  patrol  boat  attempting  to  leave  Koh  Tang 
Island. 

A  Cambodian  patrol  boat  was  sunk  during  an 
attempt  to  divert  it.  F-lll's  initially  tired  in 
front  of  boat.  Two  A-7's  expended  riot  control 
agents.  Boat  stopped  momentarily  then  con- 
tinued to  proceed.  A-7  aircraft  then  expended 
20  mm  fire  at  stern  in  an  attempt  to  disable  boat. 
Boat  caught  fire  and  sank. 

Search  and  rescue  helicopter  launched  from 
Thailand  to  attempt  to  pick  up  10  survivors  in 
raft  from  sunken  Cambodian  patrol  boat. 
Estimated  time  to  raft  was  2  hours  and  10 
minutes. 

Vessel  spotted  with  possible  Caucasians  huddled 
in  bow.  Repeatedly  straffed  across  bow  and 
dropped  riot  control  agents  on  vessel  in  an 
attempt  to  prevent  it  from  reaching  the 
mainland.  Repeated  reconnaissance  passes 
made.  One  aircraft  reported  that  vessel 
carried  30  to  40  people  thought  possible 
Caucasian.  Vessel  eventually  docked  at 
Kompong  Som  harbor. 

JCS  ordered  daily  photo  coverage  of  Koh  Tang 
Island  with  selected  prints  electronically  for- 
warded to  Washington. 


President  convenes  meeting  of  the  National 
Security  Council. 

Search  and  rescue  helicopter  on  scene  but  unable  to 
locate  raft  with  10  Cambodian  survivors  of  sunken 
craft. 

Boat  anchors  for  a  short  time  about  1}4  wiZcs  out  of 
harbor.  Boat  arrives  at  Koh  Rong  Som  Lem 
Island.  Crew  taken  ashore. 

JCS  authorizes  sinking  of  small  boats  identified 
in  vicinity  of  Koh  Tang  and  the  one  craft 
which  previously  departed  Koh  Tang  for 
Poulo  Wai  Island. 

U.S.  aircraft  attack  three  patrol  boats;  one  is 
sunk,  other  two  are  damaged.  Two  more 
boats  subsequently  damaged. 

F-4  aircraft  sunk  two  boats  in  cove  at  Koh  Tang 
Island. 

Acting  Chairman,  JCS,  briefed  CINCPAC  and 
major  subordinate  commanders  on  the  10:40 
p.m.  Tuesday  NSC  meeting  and  provided 
planning  guidance  for  military  operations  to 
recover  the  ship  and  crew  as  follows:  At  first 
light  15  May,  U.S.  Forces  will  be  prepared  to 
secure  Koh  Tang  Island  and  simultaneously 
board  the  Mayaguez.  Also  plan  for  strikes 
against  Kompong  Som  complex  using  B-62s 
from  Guam  and  tactical  aircraft  from  the  U.S.S. 
Coral  Sea. 

U.S.S.  Hancock  estimates  arrival  at  Kompong 
Som  6  a.m.  (Cambodia  5  a.m.)    on  the  16th. 

Helicopter  carrier  U.S.S.  Okinawa— one  of  four 
vessels  in  a  four  vessel  Amphibious  Ready 
Group/Marine  assault  unit— estimates  arrival 
at  Kompong  Som  at  11  p.m.  on  the  17th. 
(Cam  10  a.m.  on  the  18th.) 

F-lll  aircraft  during  l\<i  hours  observation  tour 
observed  (1)  two  boats  together  off  Kompong  Som 
port  area,  later  separating,  one  going  into 
Kompong  Som  port  and  the  other  to  Koh  Rong 
Som  Lem  Island— a  Cambodian  Island  a  few 
miles  offshore,  and  (2)  movement  of  patrol  boats 
around  Koh  Rong  Som  Lem  Island. 


See  footnotes  at  end  Of  table. 
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Al'PKNIHX   7-  Continued 

Chkonoi  «h,y   <»k   .\Iav\uu    Imiih:.m      Continued 

Ifwtag  oi  tyi  • 

Roman  type    -Item*  in  execntiYc  branch  chronolon   confirmed  l>y  <;.\<> 

Bold    type — Item*    in   executor   branch   chronoloio    <.AO    was   unable   to  confirm. 
Italic   type — A'ltiitioti*    t>>   or   modification*  ilogy. 


Type  of  action 


TtDM 


r.s. 

dlplo       mili- 

Washington       Cambodian    malic        tary 


Other        Action 


4:56  a.m 3:56  p.m X 

Morning Afternoon... 

5  a.m 4  p.m X 


5  :06  a.m 4:08  p.m 


7:15  a.m 6:15  p.m X 


Approximately 
a.m 1  p.m. 


8:30  a.m 7:30  p.m 

8:30  a.m 7:30  p.m 

9:00  a.m 8  p.m 

9:32  a.m 8:32  p.m 

lOa.m 9  p.m 


11:15  a.m  to       10:15  to 
12  noon.  11  p.m. 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


A  I  '■  8.  Fmbassy  in  the  Middle  Fast  sent  follow  inn 
report  to  Secretary  of  State  A  third-country 
learned  from  a  senior  [security  deletion)  diplomat 
that  his  goternment  uas  using  its  influence 
icith  Cambodia  to  seek  early  release  of  the 
Mayaguez  and  that  it  uas  expected  to  be  released 
soon. 

Dtsignated  commander  for  assault  on  Koh  Tang 
flew  over  Koh  Tang  Island  at  6,000  feet  to 
identify  best  landing  zone*. 

Thai  Prime  Minister  Whished  U.S.  Charge 
d' Affaires  an  Aid*.  Memoir  protesting  the  land- 
ing of  marines  at  Utapao  despite  Thailand's 
request  that  Thailand  facilities  not  be  inrolred 
in  U.S.  action  to  recover  Mayaguez  and  pointing 
out  that  unless  such  forces  were  withdrawn 
immediately ,  the  relations  between  the  United 
States  and  Thailand  would  be  exposed  to  serious 
and  damaging  consequences. 

Swedish  refrigerator  cargo  ship,  the  M.  S.  Hirado. 
reportedly  being  attacked  off  Cambodia -claimed 
Island  of  Pan  Jang,  was  visually  identified  by 
PS  aircraft.  Aircraft  reported  a  small  craft 
that  did  not  appear  to  be  a  gunboat  about  S  miles 
from  Hirado  and  that  no  apparent  signs  of 
distress  were  noted. 
U.S.  liaison  office  reported  that  Chinese  Foreign 
Ministry  returned  the  message  for  the  Cam- 
bodian authorities. 

Mayaguez  captain  told  by  his  Cambodian  captors, 
on  authority  of  supreme  commander  in  Phnom 
Penh,  that  he  and  selected  crew  members  would 
be  released  if  they  would  return  to  Mayaguez 
and  request  that  U.S.  aircraft  be  withdrawn 
from  Cambodian  airspace.  The  captain  and 
9  crew  members  were  put  on  a  Cambodian  gun- 
boat at  about  dusk.  The  captain  and  crew  then 
decided  not  to  proceed  on  the  gunboat  due  to 
their  fear  that  it  would  be  sunk  by  U.S.  aircraft, 
and  expressed  their  desire  to  go  on  a  fishing  boat . 
No  fishing  boats  were  immediately  available. 
Captain  and  crew  were  returned  to  shore  of 
Koh  Rong  Som  Lem  Island  where  they  spent 
the  night.  Further  negotiations  resulted  in  the 
promise  that  Phnom  Penh  authorities  would 
release  captain  and  all  crew  members  to  return 
to  the  Mayaguez  in  a  fishing  boat  around  6  a.m. 
(about  daybreak)  the  following  morning.  The 
captain's  understanding  was  that  his  ship  and 
crew  would  be  permitted  to  sail  out  of  Cambodian 
waters,  with  the  U.S.  aircraft  in  the  sky  as  long 
as  the  U.S.  aircraft  did  not  fire  or  bomb  CambO' 
dian  territory. 

Voice  of  America  broadcast  to  Cambodia  carried 
news  story  on  Mayaguez  incident. 

U.S.  aircraft  directed  by  on-scene  commander 
to  prevent  any  boat  from  approaching  the 
Mayaguez. 

Voico  of  America  broadcast  to  Cambodia 
carried  news  story  on  Mayaguez. 

Strategic  Air  Command  headquarters  promul- 
gates B-52  operations  in  support  of  recapture 
of  Mavruru.  7. 

(7.8.8.  Holt  reports  it  will  be  standing  by  at  a 
position  northwest  of  Koh  Tang  Island  to 
receive  marine  boarding  team  at  first  light . 

White  House  staff  notified  11  House  and  11 
Senate  Leaders  by  telephone  that  3  Cam- 
bodian patrol  craft  had  been  sunk  and  4  others 
immobilized  in  an  effort  to  prevent  removal 
of  the  Mayaguez  crew  to  the  mainland. 
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APPENDIX  7— Continued 

Chronology  of  Mayaguez  Incident — Continued 

Meaning  of  type  faces  : 

Roman  type — Items  in  executive  branch  chronology  confirmed  by  GAO. 
Bold  type — Items  in  executive  branch  chronology  GAO  was  unable  to  confirm. 
Italic  type — Additions  to  or  modifications  of  executive  branch  chronology. 


Type  of  action 


Time 


U.S.  U.S. 

diplo-       mili- 

Washington       Cambodian    matic        tary 


Other       Action 


12:20  p.m 11:20  p.m... 


Wednesday       Thursday 
afternoon.  morning. 


Between 

1  and  2  p.m...  12  midnight    X 
and  1  a.m. 


2:06  p.m 1:06  a.m 

3  to  5  p.m 2  to  4  a.m... 


3:15  p.m.. 


3:52  p.m. 


2:15  a.m 


2:52  a.m 


4:45  to  5:10         3:45  to  4:10 
p.m.  a.m. 


4:52  to  5:20         3:52  to  4:20 
p.m.  a.m. 


4:58  p.m 3:58  a.m X 

5:15  p.m 4:15  a.m X 


5:45p.m 4:45a.m X 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


Defense  Department  press  office  issues  state- 
ment about  U.S.  attacks  on  Cambodian 
boats  and  holds  press  briefing. 

Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  unanimously 
adopted  a  resolution  stating;  "Committee  con- 
demns an  act  of  armed  aggression  on  an  unarmed 
U.S.  merchant  vessel  in  the  course  of  innocent 
passage  on  an  established  trade  route.  The 
President  has  engaged  in  diplomatic  means  to 
secure  its  release  and  we  support  that.  Third, 
we  support  the  President  in  the  exercise  of  his 
constitutional  powers  within  the  framework  of 
the  War  Powers  Resolution  to  secure  the  release 
of  the  ship  and  its  men.  We  urge  the  Cambodian 
Government  to  release  the  ship  and  the  men 
forthwith." 


U.S.  Ambassador  Scali  delivered  a  letter  to 
U.N.  Secretary  General  Waldheim  requesting 
his  assistance  in  securing  release  of  the 
Mayaguez  and  its  crew. 

U.S.  aircraft  sunk  patrol  boat  2  miles  east/north- 
east of  Koh  Tang  Island. 

State  and  Defense  officials  briefed  Members  of 
House  International  Relations  Committee, 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  and 
House  Armed  Services  Committee. 

Destroyer  U.S.S.  Wilson  expected  to  arrive  off 
Koh  Tang  at  about  8:00  p.m.  (7:00  a.m.,  May  15, 
Cambodian  time). 

President  Ford  convenes  fourth  meeting  of 
National  Security  Council. 

President  issues  orders  to  begin  military  opera- 
tions to  recover  Mayaguez  and  crew,  includ- 
ing air  attacks  against  military  facilities  near 
Kompong  Som  to  prevent  reinforcement  and 
support  from  the  mainland  for  Cambodian 
forces  detaining  the  ship  and  its  crew. 

JCS  issued  verbal  orders  to  CINCPAC  to  (1) 
seize  and  secure  Mayaguez  (2)  conduct  a 
Marine  helicopter  assault  on  Koh  Tang  Island 
(3)  destroy  all  Cambodian  craft  that  inter- 
vene in  operation.  CINCPAC  was  also 
ordered  to  conduct  strikes  from  the  U.S.S. 
Coral  Sea  against  targets  in  Kompong  Som 
complex,  with  first  time  on  target  to  be  8:45 
p.m.  (Cambodian  time  7:45  a.m.)  to  coincide 
with  estimated  capture  of  Mayaguez.  First 
strike  was  to  be  armed  reconnaissance  with 
principal  targets  as  aircraft  and  military, 
watercraft,  avoiding  merchant  ships  in  Kom- 
pong Som  harbor  until  clearly  identified  as 
Cambodian.  Subsequent  strikes  were  to  make 
maximum  use  of  precision-guided  munitions 
to  attack  targets  of  military  significance  in 
the  Kompong  Som  complex. 

Arrival  of  U.S.S.  Coral  Sea  (already  within 
range  for  launching  aircraft)  estimated  at 
12:15  a.m.,  or  a  little  over  7  hours  later. 

First  troop-carrying  helicopter  took  off  from 
Utapao  Airfield,  Thailand,  where  all  avail- 
able  USAF  helicopters  and  the  Marine 
Ground  Security  Force  had  been  proposi- 
tioned. At  about  the  same  time,  tactical 
aircraft  began  to  launch  to  provide  contip- 
uous  coverage  for  the  operation,  and  an 
airborne  command  post  assumed  on-scene 
control. 

U.S.S.  Holt  confirmed  to  be  in  position  to  receive 
helicopters  with  Marine  boarding  team. 
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AlPPBNDES  t    Ooottnned 

dp.  M  \^  \«.i  1 1  i  m  m  r  i     Oootlnoed 

Qg    <  >  f    t  \  i  • 

Roman  type    -Itema  In  executive  branch  chronology   confirmed  bj   G 

Hold    t>i)f — Item*    in    rxccutivr    hrnnrh   rhronolog>    (.Ad    was   unnhJr    to   n.iifu  in. 
It-ilic    tupc-      I 


Type  of  action 


Time 


[J.B.         U.& 

dlplo-       mill- 
Washington       Cambodian    matic        tary 


Other        Action 


5:55  p.m 4:55  a.m. 

6  p.m 5  a.m.... 


640  p.m 5:40  a.m 

7  p.m 6  a.m X 

7  to  7:22  p.m..  6  to  6:22  a.m. 


May  14. 
evening. 


May  15,  X 

morning. 


:07p.m 6:07  a.m X 


7.09  to  6:09  to  X 

8:15  p.m.  7:1.5  a.m. 


Approximately 
'20  to  8  p.m..  6:20to7a.m. 


:30p.m 6:30  a.m. 

1:05  p.m 7:05  a.m. 


8:10  p.m... 
8:15  p.m... 

8:19  p.m... 

8:25  to  9:22 
p.m. 


7:10  a.m. 
7:15  a.m. 

7:19  a.m. 


7:25  to  8:22 
a.m. 


BSt  aircraft  in  Guam  placed  on  1-hour  alert. 
X  \'oice  of  Amtrica  broadcast  to  Cambodia    carried 

■MM  ftory  on  Mayaguez  incident. 
X  :dent   Ford  and   other    National   Security 

Council    members    brief    17    congressional 
leaders  on  military  plan. 
l'..Y.    issued    a    statement    that    the    Secretary 
General  has  communicated  with   Cambodians 
in  an  attempt  to  solve  the  problem  of  the  U.S. 
merchant  vessel  by  peaceful  means. 
Three  helicopters  carrying  48  marine  ground 
security  force  combat  troops.  6  Nary  explosive 
ordnance    disposal    technicians,    a    linguist, 
and  6  military  sealifl  command  personnel  to 
crew   the    Ma>aguez   transferred   to    UJ&J8. 
Holt. 

State  Department  advised  vcrious  embassies  in 
Washington  that  the  United  States  is  taking 
military  action  to  secure  the  reltase  of  the  ship 
and  its  crew. 
Phnom  Penh  domestic  radio  broadcast  a  19- 
minute  message  by  Hu  Nim,  Cambodian 
Minister  of  Information  and  Propaganda, 
stating  Cambodians  prepared  to  release 
Mayaguez  and  order  to  withdraw  from  Cam- 
bodian waters.  Broadcast  monitored  by  U.S. 
Foreign  Broadcast  Information  Service. 
8  helicopters  carrying  about  175  Marines  began 
to  arrive  at  Koh  Tang.  Because  of  the  ground- 
fire,  only  about  110  Marines  were  landed. 
Assault  force  was  split  into  three  groups.  Of 
the  8  helicopters,  3  crashed,  2  were  disabled 
and  3  returned  to  Thailand. 


Cambodian  authorities  with  Mayaguez  crew  on 
Koh  Rong  Som  Lem  Island  received  word  from 
Phnom  Penh  that  crew  could  be  released.  Maya 
quiz  crtw  and  several  Thai  fishermen  were 
loaded  on  a  Thai  fishing  vessel  with  four  Cam- 
bodian guards.  Cambodians  furnished  crew  long 
bamboo  poles  on  which  crew  tied  their  under- 
shirts to  wave  at  U.S.  planes.  Crew  expressed 
concern  that  Cambodian  armed  guards  might 
draw  fire  for  U.S.  aircraft.  About  tO  minutes 
after  leavina  Koh  Rong  Som  Lem  Island  another 
fishing  boat  came  along  side,  took  off  the  Cam- 
bodian guards  and  told  both  tht  Mayaguez  crtw 
and  the  Thai  fishermen  they  were  being  released 
and  should  return  to  Mayaguez. 

Voice  of  America  broadcast  to  Cambodia  carriea 
news  story  of  Mayaguez  incident. 

First  aircraft  for  mainland  strikes  launched  from 
U.8.8.  Cora 

Destroyer  U.8.8.  H'ilson  arrives  on  scene. 

Kissinger  informed  President  Ford  of  domestic 
dian  broadcast  of  about  1  hour  earlier. 

Riot  control  agents  dropped  on  Mayaguez  by  U.S. 
aircraft. 

U.8.8.  Holt  pulled  alongside  Mayaguez  and 
placed  security  force  on  board.  No  personnel 
found  on  board  Mayaguez.  Mayaguez  de- 
clared secure. 


See  footnotos  at  end  of  bible. 
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APPENDIX  7— Continued 

Chronology  of  Mayaguez  Incident — Continued 

Meaning  of  type  faces : 

Roman  type — Items  in  executive  branch  chronology  confirmed  by  GAO. 
Bold  type — Items  in  executive  branch  chronology  GAO  was  unable  to  confirm. 
Italio  type — Additions  to  or  modifications  of  executive  branch  chronology. 


Type  of  action 


Time 


U.S.  U.S. 

diplo-       mili- 


Washington       Cambodian    matic        tary  Other       Action 


Approximately 

8:45  to  12  p.m.  7:45  to  11 
a.m. 


:15p.m 8:15  a.m. 


:15p.m 8:15  a.m 


):24p.m 8:24  a.m. 


10:35  p.m 9:35  a.m. 


10:49  to  11  9:49  to  10 

p.m.  a.m. 


11:35  p.m 10:35  a.m....  X 

11:45  p.m 10:45  a.m....  X 

May  15 
12  (midnight).  11  a.m X 

12:27  a.m 11:27  a.m.... 

12:55  a.m 11:55  a.m X 

la.ra 12  noon X 

See  footnotes  at  ocd  of  table. 


During  this  period,  air  strikes  were  carried  out 
against  Cambodian  mainland.  First  cycle  did 
not  expend  ordnance.  Second  cycle  struck 
Ream  Airfield  about  10:57  p.m.  Runway  was 
cratered,  numerous  aircraft  were  destroyed 
or  damaged,  and  hangars  were  damaged. 
About  11:50  p.m.,  third  and  final  cycle  struck 
naval  base  at  Ream,  damaging  the  barracks 
area.  Naval  facilities  in  Kompong  Som, 
including  fuel  storage  area,  were  also  struck, 
damaging  two  warehouses  in  the  port  and 
scoring  a  direct  hit  on  a  large  building 
in  the  marshalling  yard.  In  all,  15  attack 
sorties  expended  munitions. 

White  House  announces  that  it  has  sent  the 
following  urgent  message  to  Cambodian 
authorities.  "We  have  heard  a  radio  broadcast 
that  you  are  prepared  to  release  the  S.  S.  Maya- 
guez. We  welcome  this  development,  if  true. 
As  you  know,  we  have  seized  the  ship.  As  soon 
as  you  issue  a  statement  that  you  are  prepared 
to  release  the  crew  members  you  hold  uncon- 
ditionally and  immediately,  we  wUl  promptly 
cease  military  operations." 

White  House  announces  that  President  has 
directed  (/)  U.S.  marines  to  board  Mayaguez, 
(2)  U.S.  marines  to  land  on  Koh  Tang  Island, 
to  rescue  any  crew  members  as  may  be  on  the 
Island  and,  (S)  aircraft  from  U.S.S.  Coral 
Sea  to  undertake  associated  military  operations 
in  the  area. 

State  Department  instructs  Ambassador 
Scali  to  deliver  letter  to  President  of  U.N. 
Security  Council  stating  that  the  United 
States  had  "taken  certain  appropriate 
measures  under  Article  51  *  *  *  to  achieve 
the  release  of  the  vessel." 

PS  aircraft,  which  had  been  directed  by  on-scene 
commander  to  investigate  small  craft  proceeding 
from  Cambodian  mainland  area  towards  Koh 
Tang  Island,  noted  SO  Caucasians  onboard 
waving  white  flags. 

U.S.S.  Wilson  intercepted  a  small  craft  carrying 
Mayaguez  crew.  Captain  of  Mayaguez  reports 
that  all  of  his  crew  and  five  Thais  were  on 
board.  Later  the  Thais  were  given  food  and 
fuel  and  departed  the  area. 

On-scene  commander  reported  that  preparations 
were  being  made  to  posture  Marine  ground 
forces  so  that  heavy  suppressive  artillery  and 
air  support  could  be  initiated. 

Commander  of  U.S.S.  Wilson  reports  to  JCS 
that  captain  of  Mayaguez  convinced  Cambodians 
that  upon  release  U.S.  airstrikes  would  be 
stopped. 


U.S.  Charge  d' Affaires  in  Thailand  notified  Thai 
director  of  information  that  a  story  in  the  Thai 
morning  paper  that  U.S.  marines  had  been 
removed  from  Thailand  was  incorrect. 

President  Ford  announced  recovery  of  the 
Mayaguez  and  its  crew. 

JCS  orders  cessation  of  all  offensive  operations 
and  withdrawal  of  all  forces  from  operational 
area  as  soon  as  possible,  consistent  with 
safety  and  self-defense. 

P-A  aircraft  sink  large  barge  north  of  Koh  Tang 
island. 
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APPENDIX  7     Continued 
Chronology  of  Mayaguez  Imiium- Continued 

Koiiian    t\;  .•••■    Nnnuii    ChltUlOlOO   <"!itirinr.!    by    Q 

B*M    t>pe — Itemi   in  executive  branch  chronology  GAO  »n  unable   to  confirm. 

Unite   type — Additions   to  or  moiliftrntiona  of  executive   brunch   chronology. 


Type  of  action 

Time 

VA. 

diplo- 
matic 

U.S. 
mili- 
tary 

Washington       Cambodian 

Other 

105  a.m 1205  p.m 

X 

l:40a.m 12:40p.m... 

X 

Approximately 

l:30a.m 12:30p.m... 

X 

1:46  a.m 12:46  p.m... 

X 

2  to  230  a.m..  1  to  1  30 p.m. 

X 

3:34  a.m 2:34  p.m 

X 

Action 


4:45  a.m 3:45  p.m X 

5:40  a.m 4:40  p.m 

6:15  a.m 5:15  p.m 

Morning Afternoon... 


7:15  to  9.15 
a.m. 


6:15  to  8.15 
p.m. 


8:30  a.m 8:30  p.m 

10:09  a.m 9:09  p.m X 

12:44  a.m 11:44  a.m....  X 


Mayoguez  captain  and  crew  reboard  Mayoguez, 
which  is  under  tow  by  L'.S.S.  Holt. 

A-7  aircraft  patrol  craft  6  miles  touth  of  Cam- 
bodian mainland. 


A  second  wave  of  about  100  Marines  success- 
fully landed  on  Koh  Tang. 

U.S.  aircraft  sink  two  small  craft  south  of  Koh 
Tana  Island. 

President  Ford's  War  Powers  report  delivered 
to  Senate  and  House  leadership. 

Initial  efforts  to  withdraw  forces  from  the 
island  concentrated  on  extracting  the  22 
isolated  personnel.  The  main  body  of  the 
marine  ground  security  force  with  a  strength 
of  approximately  213  personnel  was  unable 
to  reach  the  22-man  marine  force.  It  was 
felt  there  would  be  considerable  risk  to  this 
small  force  if  left  overnight.  The  first  heli- 
copter making  the  attempt  was  hit  by  ground 
fire  and  landed  on  L'.S.S.  Coral  Sea. 

Thai  Premier  presented  aide  memoire  to  I'  B. 
Charge  d' Affaires  in  Thailand  protesting  the 
sending  of  marines  to  Thailand  for  U.S.  mili- 
tary actions  against  Cambodia. 

U.S.S.  Wilson  sinks  a  patrol  craft  north  of  Koh 
Tang  Island. 

Small  boats  from  L'.S.S.  Holt  and  L'.S.S. 
Wilson  began  efforts  to  approach  the  beaches 
but  aborted  due  in  part  to  ground  fire.  Work- 
ing with  naval  gunfire  and  tactical  aircraft 
support,  the  extraction  continued  into  dark- 
ness. 

A  15,000-pound  bomb—BLU  St— was  dropped 
on  Koh  Tang  Island.  Its  use  teas  probably 
authorized  by  Washington. 

Marine  personnel  were  extracted  from  Koh 
Tang  by  helicopters  which  landed  on  U.S.S. 
Coral  Sea. 

Voice  of  America  broadcast  to  Cambodia  carried 
news  story  on  Mayoguez  incident. 

U.S.  Embassy  in  Thailand  reports  view  that  if 
U.S.  marines  are  withdrawn  speedily,  U.S. 
relations  will  eventually  recover  from  Mayaguez 
crisis. 

Department  of  State  instructed  all  diplomatic 
posts  to  inform  local  officials  at  the  highest  levtl 
of  specific  circumstances  surrounding  Mayaguez 
incident. 


1  National  Security  Agency. 
»  Central  Intelligence  Agency. 
»  Defense  Intelligence  Agency. 

*  National  Military  Command  Center. 

*  Defense  Attache  Office. 
•Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. 

*  Commander  in  Chief,  Pacific  Fleet. 


APPENDIX  VIII 


MAYAGUEZ    CARGO 


The  Mayaguez,  when  it  was  seized,  was  carrying  274  35-foot  containers — 77 
were  destined  for  Sattahip  in  Thailand,  96  for  Singapore,  and  101  were  empty 
containers.  According  to  manifests,  the  containers  for  Sattahip  contained  sub- 
sistence items,  including  food,  beverages,  and  clothing;  parcel  post;  paint;  and 
chemicals.  The  manifests  carried  no  military  weapons  or  ammunition.  The 
Singapore  cargo  consisted  of  various  commercial  goods,  including  food,  industrial 
raw  materials,  and  consumer  products. 

The  captain  of  the  Mayaguez  stated  that  the  Cambodians  did  not  open  any 
cargo  containers  while  the  ship  was  being  held.  After  the  Mayaguez  was  re- 
covered, it  was  diverted  from  Sattahip  to  Singapore.  According  to  the  captain, 
the  cargo  was  available  for  inspection  at  Singapore,  but  no  one  inspected  it.  The 
Mayaguez  continued  to  Hong  Kong,  where  is  discharged  the  Sattahip  cargo.  In 
Hong  Kong,  newsmen  selected  six  of  these  containers  and  inspected  the  cargo, 
which  included  paints,  fertilizers,  and  automobile  parts. 
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REPORT  OF  THE 
COMPTROLLER  GENERAL 
OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


Executive-Legislative  Communications 
And  The  Role  Of  The  Congress 
During  International  Crises 


This  report  contains  the  results  of  a  survey  of 
Members  of  Congress. 

The  survey  disclosed  that  a  large  majority  of 
Members  seem  to  believe  the  Congress  must 
assume  a  more  assertive  role  in  the  manage- 
ment of  international  crises,  and  that  the  Con- 
gress must  find  improved  ways  of  securing 
meaningful,  timely  information  during  such 
crises.  This  report  suggests  the  time  may  be 
propitious  for  the  Congress  to  experiment 
with  new  types  of  arrangements  for  coopera- 
ting with  the  executive  branch. 
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•_^*1  COMrTROLUR  OENERAL  OF  THE  UNITtO  STATD 


V,) 


W*»MINGTON.    D  C 


4-133001 


.lonoraole  Dante  a.  Fascell 
Cnairman,  Suocomir.it tee  on  International 

Political  and  Military  Affairs 
Committee  on  International  Relations 
House  of  representatives 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Tms  report  summarizes  the  responses  of  Members  of  Congress 
to  a  questionnaire  on  executive-legislative  communications  and 
tne  role  of  tne  Congress  during  international  crises.   The 
survey,  wnicn  we  designed  along  with  the  Subcommittee,  was 
initiated  in  Feoruary  and  completed  in  May  1976. 

we  anticipate  wide  puolic  interest  in  the  matters 
aiscussed  in  the  report.   Therefore,  as  arranged  with  your 
office  we  are  distriDuting  the  report  to  otner  committees 
ana  Members  of  Congress,  the  Department  of  State,  and 
other  interested  parties. 

Sincerely  yours, 


/*% 


ACTING  Comptroller  General 
of  the  united  States 
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i:v_ 


repor:  executive-legislative  communica- 

comptroller  general         tiuns  and  the  rule  of  the  congress 

during  international  crises 


DIGEST 

ConsideraDle  attention  has  recently  centered  on 
the  constitutional  aspects  of  foreign  affairs, 
particularly  the  role  and  responsibility  of  the 

;ress.   An  important  element  of  this  attention 
has  been  on  the  role  exercised  by  the  Congress 
during  international  crises. 

This  survey  sought  the  views  of  Members  of  Con- 
gress on  the  adequacy  of  the  communications 
between  the  executive  and  legislative  branches 
during  recent  international  crises  as  well 
as  the  appropriate  role  the  Congress  should  play 
during  such  crises. 

A  questionnaire  was  mailed  to  all  Members  of 
Congress.   About  45  percent  of  the  Members 
participated  in  the  survey.   Those  Members  par- 
ticipating in  the  survey  represent  a  subpopulat ion 
composed  of  a  somewhat  greater  proportion  of 
House  Members,  Members  with  less  tenure,  Members 
from  the  Northeast,  and  Democrats,  than  the 
wnole  Congress. 

SURVEY  RESULTS 

Information  flow  to  the  Congress 

Many  Members  of  Congress  have  expressed  concern 
about  their  ability  to  influence  foreign  policy 
issues  due  to  the  inadequacy  of  information 
available  to  the  Congress.  To  ascertain  the 
degree  to  which  this  is  perceived  as  a  problem 
during  international  crises,  Members  were  ques- 
tioned as  to  the  quantity,  quality,  and  time- 
liness of  information  received  during  four 
recent  international  crises — the  late  1975  war 
in  Angola;  the  May  1975  seizure  of  the  U.S. 
merchant  ship,  Mayaguez,  by  Cambodia;  the  April 
1975  Vietnam  evacuation;  and  the  October  1973 
Mideast  War. 


ID-76-71 
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Additionally,  because  several  different  commit- 
tees held  nearings  to  secure  information  during 
the  4-day  Mayaguez  crises,  at  which  executive 
branch  officials  testified,  Members  were  ques- 
tioned as  to  their  principal  source  of  informa- 
tion during  this  crisis.   Four  out  of  five 
responded  that  the  public  media  was  their 
principal  source  of  information.   Three  out  of 
five  Members  serving  on  the  committees  directly 
concerned  with  international  political  and 
military  affairs  responded  that  public  media 
was  their  principal  information  source. 

With  respect  to  the  quantity,  quality,  and  time- 
liness of  executive  branch  supplied  information, 
the  Members  responded  as  follows. 

Poor  or 
Excellent       unsatis-  No  basil 
or  good   Fair   factory   to  judg< 

War  in  Angola 

(late  1975)       17%      11%    62%       10% 
Mayaguez  seizure 

(May  1975)        50       24     26 
Vietnam  evacuation 

(April  1975)       26        20     44         10 
Mideast  War 

(October  1973)     23       15     30        31 

Congressional  role  in  individual 
crisis  management 

Concerning  the  role  of  the  Congress  during 
international  crises,  four  out  of  five  Members 
responding  took  the  position  that  the  Congress 
must  assume  a  more  active  role  in  the  future. 

Executive  branch  control  of  international  com- 
munications and  the  daily  conduct  of  foreign 
relations  during  times  of  international  crisis 
has  made  it  difficult  for  the  Congress  to 
exercise  its  constitutional  and  statutory  powers 
and  responsibilities  particularly  in  situations 
involving  the  use  of  force. 

The  War  Powers  Resolution  of  1973  requires  the 
President  to  consult  with  the  Congress  in  every 
possible  instance  before  committing  U.S.  Forces 
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Hostilities  or  into  situations  where 
imminent  involvement  in  hostilities  is  clearly 
indicated.   Aoout  60  percent  of  the  Members 
responded  that  tne  Mayaguez  seizure  was  a 
situation  requiring  such  consultation  but  felt 
tnat  tne  Congress  was  informed  rather  than  con- 
sulted.  About  one-third  of  the  Members  felt 
tnat  they  had  no  basis  to  judge  on  the  consul- 

>n  question  while  only  5  percent  felt  the 
Congress  had  been  actually  consulted. 

Several  structural  changes  were  identified  for 
Memoers'  consideration. 

Percent  of  Members 

Sup_po_r  t^n<j   Opposed'  Undecided* 

A  system  wnereby 
information  concerning 
a  crisis  would  automa- 
tically flow  to  the 
Congress.   (For  example, 
a  congressional  watch 
center  wnich  would 
be  activated  during 
crises  to  receive  tne 
same  information  which 
flows  to  the  various 
executive  branch 
watcn  centers.)  68        21        11 

Requiring  a  senior  ad- 
ministration official 
(or  officials)  to 
observe  executive 
branch  deliberations 
during  crises  and 
concurrently  to  provide 
the  Congress  with  full 
information  on  ongoing 
events.  56        25        17 

Granting  (a  small 
number  of)  Members  of 
Congress  observer  status 
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Percent  of  Members 

Supporting   Oppose?   Undecided 

on  the  National 

Security  Council 

or  other  crisis 

management  groups.         40         35         25 

Establisning  direct 
participation  of 
Memoers  of  Congress 
in  deliberations  of 
of  the  National 
Security  Council  or 
other  crisis  manage- 
ment groups.  39         38         23 

Establishing  a  special 

congressional  committee 

to  serve  as  a  focal 

point  for  information 

during  international 

crises.  25        47        28 

Finally,  Memoers  were  asked  wnether  the  Govern- 
ment's performance  snould  oe  assessed  after  an 
international  crisis.  Seventy-eight  percent  of 
the  Members  felt  it  snould  and  63  percent  of 
tnese  felt  tnat  tne  Congress  should  participate 
in  the  assessment. 

MATTERS  FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF 
THE  CONGRESS 

A  large  majority  of  responding  Members  seem  to 
believe  that  the  Congress  must  assume  a  more 
assertive  role  during  international  crises 
and  that  the  Congress  must  find  improved  ways 
of  securing  meaningful,  timely  information 
during  such  crises.   Other  trends  such  as  the 
degree -to  which  commerce — which  the  Congress 
has  the  sole  power  to  regulate  —  is  becoming 
more  central  to  U.S.  foreign  affairs,  indicate 
that  tne  Congress  may  need  to  prepare  itself 
to  play  a  broader  role  in  foreign  affairs 
management. 

Therefore  the  time  may  be  propitious  for  the 
Congress  to  experiment  with  new  kinds  of 
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arrangements  tor  cooperating  with  tne  executive 
orancn  in  such  management.   The  Suocommittee  on 
International  Political  and  Military  Affairs 
may  want  to  explore  ways  of  keeping  the  Congress 
informed  during  crises,  such  as  implementation 
of  tne  congressional  watch  center  proposal  or 
requiring  a  senior  administration  official  to 
ooserve  executive  branch  del ioer at  ions  during 
crises  and  providing  the  Congress  with  full 
information  on  ongoing  matters.   Any  approacn 
would  require  the  development  of  satisfactory 
arrangements  tor  protecting  both  sensitive  and 
classified  exacutive  Dranch  information  and 
arrangements  for  using  and  acting  upon  sucn 
information  oy  tne  Congress. 
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CHAPTER  1 


INTRODUCTION 


At  the  request  and  under  the  auspices  of  the  Subcommit- 
tee on  International  Political  and  Military  Affairs,  House 
Committee  on  International  Relations,  we  have  conducted  a 
survey  of  the  Congress.   The  survey  sougnt  Members'  views 
on  the  adequacy  of  communication  between  the  executive  and 
legislative  oranches  of  Government  concerning  international 
crisis  situations,  as  well  as  the  Congress'  role  during  such 
situations. 

Tne  survey  was  conducted  by  a  questionnaire  that  we 
developed,  along  with  the  Subcommittee.   The  questionnaire 
was  pretested  and  later  mailed  to  539  Members  of  Congress. 
In  addition  to  the  535  voting  Members  of  Congress,  we  sent 
questionnaires  to  the  Representatives  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.   Two 
followup  letters  were  sent  to  encourage  greater  response, 
rte  received  responses  from  244  Members.   Since  one  Member 
passed  away  and  one  resigned  during  our  survey,  this  represents 
45.4  percent  of  the  Congress.   Five  respondents  contacted  us 
or  the  Subcommittee  without  completing  a  questionnaire;  one 
was  strongly  opposed  to  any  involvement  of  the  Congress  in 
international  crises.   Also  one  questionnaire  was  not  properly 
completed.   We  analyzed  completed  questionnaires  of  238 
Members  (44.3  percent). 


Senate 

House 

Total 

100 

a/437 

.37 

37 

201 

238 

63 

236 

299 

37% 

46% 
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AFTER  2 

PROFILE  OF  MEMBERS  RESPONDING  TO  THE  SURVEY 

The  U.S.  Congress  nas  539  Memoers.   There  are  100  (18.6 
percent)  Senators  and  439  (81.4  percent)  Representatives.   Of 
the  total  questionnaire  respondents,  37  (15.5  percent)  were 
Senate  Members,  and  201  (84.5  percent)  were  House  Members. 
Tne  table  details  tne  response  rate. 


Total 

Respondents 
Nonrespondents 
Response  rate 

a  Reflects  one  death  and  one  resignation. 

We  divided  the  United  States  into  four  geographic 
regions:   Northeast,  West,  Soutn,  and  North  Central.   The 
table  oelow  shows  the  regional  distribution  of  respondents. 

Nortn 
Northeast   West    South   Central   Other    Total 

Total  120  103  166  145       3  537 

Respondents  67       48  72       50      1  238 

Nonrespondents  53        55  94       95       2  299 

Response  rate  55.8%     46.6%  43.6%    34.5%  33.3%     44.3 


Tne  Congress  as  a  whole  is  34.1  percent  Republican  and 
65.5  percent  Democratic.   Our  respondents  show  a  similar 
trend  in  that  27.7  percent  are  Republicans  and  72.3  percent 
are  Democrats.   The  table  below  shows  the  respondent 
and  nonr espondent  party  breakdown. 

Republican     Democrat     Other     Total 

Total  Members  183  352  2  537 

Respondents  66  172  0  238 

Nonrespondents  117  180  2  299 

Response  rate  36.1%        48.9%  0        44.3% 
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Tne  present  Congress  is  made  up  of  a  large  number  of 
new  Members.   Of  the  537  Members,  184  (34.3  percent)  were  first 
elected  sometime  after  1971.   One  hundred  and  five,  or  44.5 
percent,  of  the  respondents  to  our  survey  whose  years  of 
service  could  be  determined  were  first  elected  after  1971. 
The  response  rates  are  shown  below. 

First  year  elected    


Before 
1960    1960-63    1964-67    1968-71    1972-75 


Total  113  64  77 
Respondents     38  26  27 
Non- 
respondents     75  38  50 
Response  rate   33.6%  40.6%  35.1% 


95 
40 


55 
42.1% 


184 
105 


79 

57.1% 


Four  congressional  committees  are  directly  concerned  with 
international  political  and  military  affairs. 

1.  House  Committee  on  International  Relations. 

2.  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

3.  House  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

4.  Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

One  nunarea  and  two  Members  of  Congress  were  members  of  these 
committes.   Thirty-eight,  or  16  percent,  of  the  respondents 
were  on  cnese  committees.   This  represents  a  37.3  percent 
response  rate  of  members  of  the  above  committees  as  compared 
to  a  46  percent  response  rate  for  nonmembers. 

we  made  separate  analyses  of  response  rates  according  to 
party  witnin  each  Chamoer .   These  analyses  disclosed  that  the 
subgroup  with  the  nignest  response  rate  was  that  of  Democratic 
Memoers  of  the  House. 


House : 

Respondents 
Nonrespondents 
Response  rate 

Senate : 

Respondents 
Nonrespondents 
Response  rate 


Republican 

Democrat 

52 

149 

93 

143 

35.9% 

51% 

14 

23 

24 

37 

36.8% 

38.3% 
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*e  also  Cou      it  Dexocrats  who  were  first  electea 
after  1971  had  a  response  rate  of  65  percent — much  Higher 

HepuDlicans  who  were  first  electea  daring  the  same  time 
and  nigher  tnan  memDers  of  ooth  parties  wno  were  first 
elected  oetore  1972. 

In  summary,  the  respondents  to  our  survey 

--nave  less  tenure,  on  the  average,  than  do 
otner  MemDers  of  Congress; 

--represent  a  higher  proportion  of  Democrats  than 
does  tne  whole  Congress; 

--represent  a  higher  proportion  of  House  MemDers 
tnan  does  the  whole  Congress;  and 

--represent  a  nigher  proportion  of  MemDers  from 
the  Nor  theast . 
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CHAPTER  3 


ANALYSIS  OF  MEMBER  RESPONSE 


Interest  in  executive-legislative  branch  communications 
during  international  crises  arose  after  the  seizure  of  the 
U.S.  ship  Mayaguez  on  May  12,  1975.   We  asked  Members  of 
Congress  several  questions  about  communications  during  the 
Mayaguez  incident  and  during  other  recent  international 
crises.   We  also  asked  about  the  past  and  possible  future 
roles  of  the  Congress  during  such  incidents. 

MAYAGUEZ  AND  OTHER  INTERNATIONAL 
INCIDENTS 

Mayaguez  incident 

Nearly  all  the  responding  Members  received  information 
about  the  Mayaguez  seizure  during  the  incident  from  public 
news  sources  (222  Members  or  93.3  percent).   Almost  half 
(48.3  percent)  of  those  responding  received  some  information 
from  other  Members  of  Congress.   The  Members'  major  sources 
of  information  about  the  Mayaquez  seizure  is  summarized 
below. 

Members  Reporting  Use 

Source  Number 

Public  news  222 

Other  Members  115 

Members*  own  staff  86 

Direct  contact  with  executive 

branch  officials  56               23.5 
Participating  in  committee 

hearings  33               13.9 

Other  8                3.4 

When  asked  to  identify  their  principal  information  source 
respondents  cited  public  news  media. 


Percent 

93, 

.3 

48. 

.3 

36. 

.1 

142 


,.  ... 


Four  committees  are  directly  concerned  with  international 
political  and  military  affairs,  three  of  which  held  hearings 
on  the  seizure  during  the  crisis. 

Of  the  221  Members  responding,  140  (63.3  percent) 
reported  receiving  no  information  from  executive  branch 
officials  during  the  incident.   For  the  remaining  81  Members, 
the  most  common  source  of  information  was  the  Department  of 
Defense.   The  following  table  breaks  down  the  executive 
information  sources  these  81  respondents  cited. 

Executive  Brancn  Source  for  81  Members 


White  House 
State  Department 
Department  of  Defense 
Other 


Members 

Percent 

35 

43.2 

42 

51.9 

44 

54.3 

4 

4.9 

Senators  and  Republicans  received  more  executive  branch 
information  during  the  incident  than  did  House  Members  and 
Democrats.   The  members  of  the  four  congressional  committees 
directly  concerned  with  international  political  and  military 
affairs  also  received  more  executive  branch  information 
than  did  nonmembers. 


The  executive  branch  contacts  were  initiated  primarily 
by  the  Members  themselves  or  their  staff.   Those  who  initiated 
the  contacts,  as  reported  by  71  responding  Members,  are  shown 
below. 
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PERCENT  OF 
RESPONDENTS 


INITIATOR  OF  EXECUTIVE  BRANCH  CONTACT 


MEMBER  OR 
STAFF 


OTHER  MEMBERS 


We  asked  those  Members  who  had  received  information 
from  the  executive  branch  concerning  the  Mayaguez  incident 
to  rate  the  information  according  to  the  following  three 
factors:   quantity,  quality,  and  timeliness.   We  found  a 
great  variation  in  the  responses  but  little  discrimination 
among  the  factors.   That  is,  generally  a  respondent  rated 
all  three  factors  equally  rather  than  rating  one  dimension 
of  the  information  as  good  and  another  poor.   The  following 
graph,  then,  should  be  interpreted  more  as  an  overall  rating 
of  the  information  rather  than  as  three  discrete  measures. 


RATING  OF  EXECUTIVE  BRANCH  INFORMATION 
RECEIVED  DURING  MAYAGUEZ  INCIDENT 


PERCENT  OF 
RESPONDENTS 


1  1  EXCELLENT 

\WAi  FAIR 

E&fl  poor 

kVSJ  UNSATISFACTORY 


L44 


Section  3  of  the  War  Powers  Resolution  states: 

"The  President  in  every  possible  instance  shall 
consult  with  Congress  before  introducing  U.S. 
Armed  Forces  into  hostilities  or  into  situations 
where  imminent  involvement  in  hostilities 
is  clearly  indicated  by  the  circumstances*  *  *  . '* 

We  asked  the  Members  of  Congress,  "Do  you  believe  that 
the  Mayaguez  seizure  was  a  situation  that  required  consultation 
with  Congress  under  this  resolution?"   Nearly  59  percent  of  the 
respondents,  136  of  231,  felt  that  under  this  resolution  the 
Mayaguez  seizure  was  a  situation  that  required  consultation 
with  the  Congress.   Of  these  136  Members,  only  9  believed  that 
the  Members  who  were  contacted  during  the  incident  were  con- 
sulted rather  than  merely  informed.   The  overall  results  of 
this  question  follow. 

WERE  CONTACTED  MEMBERS  CONSULTED  OR  INFORMED' 


PERCENT  OF 

RESPONDENTS 

60 


NO  BASIS 
TO  JUDGE 
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Otner  international  incidents 

The  Members  were  also  asked  to  rate  executive  branch 
information  received  during  the  following  international 
incidents  : 

—  October  1973  Mideast  War. 

— April  1975  Vietnam  Evacuation. 

— War  in  Angola. 

We  asked  them  to  rate  the  quality,  quantity,  and  timeliness 
of  the  information.   As  with  the  question  concerning  the 
Mayaguez  incident,  they  tended  to  rate  all  three  factors 
alike. 

A  large  portion  of  the  respondents  were  not  in 
office  during  the  Mideast  War,  and  about  27  percent  of  the 
respondents  felt  they  had  no  basis  to  judge  the  information 
they  had  received.   About  one-fourth  (24.9  percent)  of  the 
respondents  rated  the  quantity  of  information  received  during 
the  Mideast  War  as  good  or  excellent.   Slightly  more  (28.7 
percent)  rated  it  poor  or  unsatisfactory. 


MIDEAST  WAR  INFORMATION 


I  | EXCELLENT 

EMI  FAIR 


E553  poor 

UNSATISFACTORY 
NO  BASIS  TO  JUDGE 
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The  respondents  rated  the  executive  branch  information 
received  during  the  Vietnam  evacuation  as  shown  below. 

INFORMATION  RECEIVED  DURING  VIETNAM  EVACUATION 


: .  : 


X  x  \  \  X  X  X  x  x  X 


The  information  received  during  the  war  in  Angola  was 
rated  less  satisfactory  by  the  surveyed  members.   Over  60  per- 
cent rated  the  information  poor  or  unsatisfactory.   Only  about 
17  percent  rated  it  good  or  excellent. 

INFORMATION  RECEIVED  DURING  WAR  IN  ANGOLA 


I         1  EXCELLENT 
Bi  000° 

LZZ3FAIR 

|B  POOS 

KVttJ  UNSATUFACTOSY 

HB  N0  BASIS  T0  J,JDCE 

-m— 

rTrrf777T  \ 

XX 

i 
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. 
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V 

■    ■    ■ 
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CONGRESSIONAL  ROLE  DURING  INTERNATIONAL 
INCIDENTS 

We  sought  Members'  opinions  of  the  Congress'  role  in 
international  political  and  military  crises.   The  respondents 
generally  feel  that,  in  the  past,  the  Congress  has  been  active 
only  after  the  crisis,  for  example,  through  hearings  or  inves- 
tigations.  They  also  generally  believe  that,  in  the  future, 
the  Congress  should  assume  a  more  active  role  during  such 
times.   The  following  charts  describe  these  two  results. 


DURING  INTERNATIONAL  CRISES: 


PAST  ROLE  OF  CONGRESS 


FUTURE  ROLE  OF  CONGRESS 

9  (3.9%)  SLIGHTLY  MORE      ^^-.SIGNIFICANTLY  MORE 

^PASSIVE  8  (3.5  7.) 

NO  CHANGE  20 
(8.8%) 


11 


77-364  O  -  76  -  11 
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Members  were  asxed  who  in  the  Congress  they  believed 
should  be  provided  with  information  during  international 
crises.   More  than  half  feel  that  any  requesting  Member  or 
the  wnole  Congress  should  receive  such  information.   A  more 
specific  breaKdown  follows. 

WHAT  MEMBERS  SHOULD  BE   INFORMED 


LEADERSHIP 

WHOLE 

ANY 

&   CERTAIN 

CONGRESS 

REQUESTING 

COMMITTEE* 

MEMBER 

ONLY 

a/Eleven  of  the  13  who  responded  "other"  say  that  it  depends 
on  the  nature  of  tne  crisis. 


MemDers'  opinions  were  sought  concerning  several  potential 
structural  changes  which  could  improve  executive-legislative 
branch  communications.   Most  supported  a  system  whereby  infor- 
mation concerning  a  crisis  would  automatically  flow  to  the 
Congress;  for  example,  a  congressional  watch  center  which  would 
be  activated  during  crises  to  receive  the  same  information 
whicn  flows  to  the  various  executive  branch  watch  centers. 
More  than  two-thirds  of  the  225  respondents  would  support  tnis 
type  of  information  flow  system. 


INFORMATION 
FLOW  SYSTEM 


12 
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The  other  potential  changes,  in  order  of  decreasing 
support  reported  by  the  respondents  were: 


■Requiring  senior 
administration  of- 
ficials) to  observe 
executive  branch  de- 
liberations during 
crises  and  concur- 
rently provide  the 
Congress  with  full 
information  on  on- 
going events. 


•Granting  a  small 
numoer  of  Members 
of  Congress  observer 
status  on  the  Na- 
tional Security  Coun- 
cil or  other  crisis 
management  groups. 


■Establis 
ial  cong 
committe 
as  a  foe 
informat 
internat 
( respond 
Members 
consider 
than  the 
Senators 


mng  a  spec- 
ressional 
e  to  serve 
al  point  for 
ion  during 
ional  crises 
ing  House 
favored  this 
aoly  more 
responding 


■Establishing  direct 
participation  of 
Members  of  Congress 
in  deliberations  of 
the  National  Secur- 
ity Council  or  other 
crisis  management 
groups. 


13 
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Reg  ii        : lses,  the  Commission  on  the  Organization  of 
the  Government  for  the  Conduct  of  Foreign  Policy  (Murphy 
Commission,  June  1975)  recommended  that: 

■   \G-level  (rfashir.  'ion 

Group)  crisis,  a  crisis  review  group  should  assess 
the  government's  performance,  and  where  approprii- 
-  ind  reconsider  contingency  plans.   This 
ty  need  not  engage  WSAG  members,  out  should 
De  undertaKen  under  WSAG  supervision." 


wnen  Members  of  Congress  were  asKed  if  they 
support  the  establishment  of  a  crisis  review  grou 
executive  branch,  153  (76.5  percent)  of  the  195  r 
the  question  answered  affirmatively.  Of  those  15 
percent)  felt  that  in  addition  to  conducting  hear 
investigations,  tne  Congress  snould  actively  part 
crisis  review  group.  Twenty-nine  of  tne  15  3  felt 
should  only  De  informed  of  the  results  of  any  cri 
16  felt  tne  Congress  should  only  act  as  observers 
Dership  and  knowledge  of  results  of  any  crisis  re 
should  oe  internal  to  the  executive  branch,  6  had 
for  the  Congress"  role  in  a  crisis  review  group, 
respond  to  this  question. 


would 
p  in  the 
esponding  to 
3,  96  (62.7 
ings  and/or 
lcipate  in  any 

tne  Congress 
sis  reviews, 
,  2  said  mem- 
view  group 

other  ideas 
and  4  failed  to 


ROLE  OF  CONGRESS  IN  INTERNATIONAL 
CRISIS  REVIEW  GROUP 


-  4 
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In  addition  to  the  responses  discussed,  Members  made  many 
additional  comments.   A  few  expressed  the  opinion  that  the 
necessary  mechanism  already  exists  for  closer  working  relation- 
ships between  tne  executive  and  legislative  branches  during 
international  crises.   One  Member  said  that  the  Congress 
should  establish  its  credibility,  and  many  mentioned  the  issue 
of  leaks.   Another  Member  added,  "the  actions  of  the  United 
States  are  not  secret  to  other  nations,  only  to  Congress  and 
the  American  people." 


15 
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CHAPTER  4 

DIFFERENCE  BETWEEN  SUBGRUU PS 

OF  THE  RESPONDENTS 

Respondents  to  tnis  survey  could  be  partitioned  several 
different  ways  into  subgroups.  tie    examined  each  of  the  fol- 
lowing par t it  lonings  for  differences  among  subgroup  responses: 
Cnamber ,  seniority,  region,  and  party  affiliation.   Only 
region  and  party  affiliation  snowed  any  significant  differences 

As  stated  earlier  the  region  subgroups  were:   South, 
west,  Nortn  Central,  and  Nortneast.   One  question  where 
tne  responses  showed  considerable  variation  among  regions 
was  tnat  concerning  tne  future  role  of  tne  Congress  during 
international  crises.   The  role  that  tne  Southern  Members 
thought  tne  Congress  should  play  was  not  as  active  as  the  role 
supported  by  Members  from  the  west,  North  Central,  and 
Nortneast. 

Responses  to  several  questions  seemed  to  be  affected 
oy  party  affiliation. 

Proportionally  more  Republicans  than  Democrats  reported 
receiving  information  from  the  executive  branch  concerning 
the  rtayaguez  incident.   The  Republican  respondents  rated  the 
information  much  higher  than  did  the  Democrats.   For  example, 
more  tnan  60  percent  of  tne  Republicans  who  received  informa- 
tion rated  it  as  good  or  excellent  in  terms  of  comprehen- 
siveness, while  less  than  a  third  of  the  Democrats  agreed. 

Quality  (Comprehensiveness)  of 
Executive  Branch  Information- 

Rating        Republ icans   Percent   Democrats   Percent  Total 

Excellent  12 

Good  17 

Fair  7 

Poor 

Unsatisfactory  _- 

Total  36  48  84 


Wnen  askea  about  the  three  other  incidents,  the  Mideast 
tne  Vietnam  evacuation,  ana  tne  war  in  Angola,  the 
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Republicans  again  rated  their  executive  branch  information 
higher  than  did  the  Democrats. 

Consultation  with  the  Congress 

A  smaller  proportion  of  Republicans  than  Democrats  felt 
that  the  Mayaguez  incident  required  congressional  consultation 

Consultation  Required  With  the  Congress? 

Republicans   Percent   Democrats   Percent   Total 

Yes  24  36.9       112        67.5      136 

No  41         63.1      _54       32.5     _95 

Total    65  166  231 

The  Republicans  to  a  greater  extent  than  the  Democrats  felt 
tnat  those  Members  who  had  been  contacted  had  indeed  been 
consulted.   Relatively  few  Members  of  either  party,  however, 
believed  that  they  had  been  consulted  rather  than  informed. 

Type  of  Contact  Made 

Republicans   Percent   Democrats   Percent  Total 

Consulted  8  13.3  4  2.4  12 

Informed  28  46.7  110  65.9  138 
No  basis 

to  judge  23  38.3  52  31.1  75 

Other  _1  1.7       1  .6  __2 

Total       60  ien_  227 

The  Congress'  role  during  future 
international  crises 

On  several  questions  concerning  the  future  role  of  the 
Congress  during  international  crises,  responses  varied  with 
party  affiliation.   Democrats,  for  example,  were  more  in 
favor  of 

— the  Congress  assuming  a  more  active  role, 

— more  Members  of  Congress  being  provided  with 
information, 

— structural  changes  being  made  to  improve  the 
information  flow  to  the  Congress,  and 
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--estaol isning  a  crisis  review  group  in  the 
executive  oranch. 

The  responses  Delow  illustrate  the  first  point,  ana  are 
similar  to  tne  responses  on  tne  otner  three  points. 

Future  Role  of  the  Congress  During 
International  Crises 

Role       RepuDl leans   Percent   Democrats   Percent   Total 

More  passive       11         18.1        6  3.6       17 

No  change  11         18.0        9  5.4       20 

More  active        3_9         63.9      1_S2         91.0      1_91 

Total  61  167  228 
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CHAPTER  5 
CONCLUSIONS  AND  MATTERS  FOR 
CONSIDERATION  BY  THE  CONGRESS 
CONCLUSIONS 


as    neiuDetb     <_>l     ^unytebb,     ndu     uten     i.uiisuii.eu     uy     liic     cac^ulivc 

branch  but  rather,  nad  been  informed.   In  contrast  with  this 
is  tne  belief  of  a  large  proportion  (59  percent)  of  all 
respondents  that  the  Mayaguez  situation  was  one  that,  under 
the  War  Powers  Resolution,  required  consultation  with  the 
Congress. 

We  cannot  be  sure  that  the  responses  to  this  survey  are 
representative  of  the  views  of  the  entire  Congress.   The 
respondents  consist  of  a  higher  proportion  of  Democrats  than 
are  present  in  the  Congress. 

Tne  surveyed  Democrats  appear  less  satisfied  than  do  tne 
surveyed  Repuolicans  with  tne  executive  branch  information 
they  received  and  less  inclined  to  think  they  were  actually 
consulted  during  the  Mayaguez  incident.   Had  the  entire 
Congress  participated  in  tne  survey,  we  feel  the  results 
would  have  been  somewhat  more  positive. 

MATTERS  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
BY.  THE  CONGRESS 

Notwithstanding,  a  large  majority  of  the  Members  respond- 
ing seem  to  believe  that  the  Congress  must  assume  a  more  asser- 
tive role  in  management  of  international  crises,  and  that  the 
Congress  must  find  improved  ways  of  securing  meaningful,  timely 
information  during  such  crises.  Other  trends,  such  as  the 
degree  to  which  commerce — which  the  Congress  has  the  sole  power 
to  regulate  —  is  Decoming  more  central  to  U.S.  foreign  affairs, 
indicate  that  the  Congress  may  need  to  prepare  itself  to  play 
a  oroader  role  in  foreign  affairs  management.   Therefore  the 
time  may  be  propitious  for  tne  Congress  to  experiment  with  new 
kinds  of  arrangements  for  cooperating  with  the  executive  branch 
in  such  management.   Tne  Subcommittee  on  International  Political 
and  Military  Affairs  may  want  to  explore  ways  of  Keeping  the 
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Congress  informed  during  crises,  sucn  as  implementing  the 
congressional  watch  center  proposal  or  requiring  a  senior 
administration  official  to  observe  executive  oranch  delibera 
tions  during  crises  and  providing  the  Congress  with  full 
information  on  ongoing  matters.   Any  approach  would  require 
the  development  of  satisfactory  arrangements  for  protecting 
both  sensitive  and  classified  executive  branch  information 
and  arrangements  for  using  and  acting  upon  such  information 
by  tne  Congress. 
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Cmtgr*ss  of  %  ^mteb  jfeates 

Committee  xm  <3Jjtierttaiumal  JUktimts 

Jlffits*  of  wxprt*entstttt» 
PwJjfagten,  B.C.  20515 


February  17,  1976 


The  Honorable 

House  of  Representatives 

Cannon  House  Office  Building, 

Room  307 
Washington,  DC  20515 


Dear  Congressman 


Our  Subcommittee  has  been  inquiring  into  the  events  surrounding  the 
seizure  of  the  Mayaguez  and  subsequent  U.S.  efforts  to  secure  the  release 
of  the  vessel  and  its  crew.   The  purpose  of  our  inquiry  is  to  review  the 
operations  of  the  Government  crisis  management  system  in  this  incident  and 
to  seek  possible  improvements  for  responding  to  future  international 
political  and  military  crises.   To  get  a  broader  perspective,  the 
Subcommittee  would  like  the  benefit  of  the  views  of  other  Members  of 
Congress  on  ( 1 )  executive-legislative  communications  during  crises  and  (2) 
the  role  of  Congress  in  the  U.S.  crisis  management  system.  We,  therefore, 
are  surveying  Members  for  their  opinions  on  these  subjects. 

We  have  asked  the  General  Accounting  Office  to  assist  us  in 
collecting  and  tabulating  the  survey  results,  which  will  be  included  in  a 
final  report  to  be  available  to  all  Members  of  Congress.   Individual 
responses,  preferably  completed  by  Members  themselves,  will  be  kept  in 
strict  confidence  by  GAO  and  will  not  be  available  to  the  Subcommittee  or 
its  staff. 

We  thank  you  in  advance  for  your  response  to  the  enclosed  brief 
questionnaire,  which  we  would  like  to  have  returned  within  5  days.   Should 
you  have  any  questions,  Messrs.  John  Watson  and  Walter  Ochinko  at  GAO 
(telephone  number  275-5857)  will  be  glad  to  answer  them. 

Sincerely, 


/f^  ^  ^uuAj^  &qam/aM~ 


Dante  B.  Fascell  Laryfl  Winn,  J 

Chairman  Ranking  iiifoority  Member 

Subcommittee  on  International 
Political  and  Military  Affairs 
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EXECUTIVE-LEGISLATIVE  COMMUNICATIONS  AND 
THE  ROLE  OF  CONGRESS  IN  INTERNATIONAL  CRISES 


answer  eoch  of  the  following  questions  os  fronkly  ond  completely  as  possible.    We  ore  in 
•  m  your  views  whether  or  not  you  consider  yourself  e»pert  in  this  oreo      Rather  thon  requiring 
ony  reseorch  on  your  port,  our  intent  is  to  seek  your  spontaneous  responses. 


I    THE  MAYAGUEZ  INCIDENT,  MAY  12-15.  1975 
).  During  the  Movoguei   incident,   from  which  of 
the  following  sources  did  you  receive   infor- 
mation concerning  ongoing  events7 
(Pleose  check  oil  that  apply.) 


rs  sources 


[   iPubli 

M.    staff 
[    )  Other  Members  of  Congress 
lJ  Porticipotion  in  committee  heonngs 
DDirect  contoct  with  executive  bronch  officials 
f]  Other  (Please  spec.fy) 


7.  What 


principal  source  of  information7 


Pleose  check  one_.) 


D  Public  news  sources 
DMy  stoff 

I    ]  Dthfr   Members  nf  CnngreSS 
LJ  Participation  in  committee  heonngs 
(DDirect  contoct  with  executive  bronch  officials 
DOther  (Pleose  spec.fy) 


3.  If  you  received  information  from  executive 
bronch  officials,  with  what  deportmenf(s)  or 
officers)  were  they  associated7 
(Pleose  check  oil  that  apply.) 


L~]No  information  was  received  from  executive 
bronch  officials  -  IF  YOU  CHECKED  THIS 
BOX,  SKIP  TO  QUESTION  NUMBER  6. 

f  ]The  White  House 

G  Department  of  Stote 

(~1  Department  of  Defense 

DOther  (Please  spec.fy) 


4.  Who,  primarily,   initiated  the  executive 
hronch  contoct(s)  from  which  you  gained 
formotion  during  the  Mayaguez  incident7 
(Pleose  check  one.) 


L  J I  or  my  stoff  members 
(iCommittees  on  which  I  serve 
LJ  Other  Members  of  Congress 
Li  Executive  branch  offiools 
[  JOther  (Pleose  specify) 
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5.  How  would  you  rote  the  quantity,  quality, 
and  timeliness  of  the  information  you 
received  from  the  executive  branch  during 
the  Mayaguez  incident''    (Please  check 
one  box  for  each  dimension.) 


1 .  Quantity 

(Comprehensiveness 
of  information) 


2.  Qualify  (Accuracy 
of  information) 


3.  Timeliness 


□ 


f  i 


□ 


□ 


□ 


a 


6.  Section  3  of  the  War  Powers  Resolution  siaies, 
"The  President  in  every  possible  instance  shall 
consult  with  Congress  before  committing  U.S. 
Armed  Forces  into  hostilities  or  into  situations 
where  imminent  involvement  in  hostilities  is 
clearly  indicated  by  the  circumstances...."    Do 
you  believe  that    the  Mayaguez  seizure 
was  a  situation  that  required  consultation 
with  Congress  under  this  Resolution' 
(Please  check  one  and  feel  free  to  comment.) 


D  Yes 
□  No 

Comments: 


7.  Do  you  believe  that  those  Members  of  Congress 
whc  were  contacted  during  the  incident  were 
"consulted"  or  merely  "informed"? 
(Please  check  one  and  feel  free  to  comment.) 


□  Consulted 
D  Informed 

□  No  basis  to  judge 

□  Other  (Please  specify). 


Comments. 


-2- 
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I    EXECUTIVE  LEGISLATIVE  COMMUNICATIONS  AND  THE  ROLE  OF  CONGRESS  DURING  CRISES 

.    *llt"'  »0  un»OliffoclOry.    th«  t»»Co'»t  bronch   iniormoliOn  yoo  hove  rectivtd  during 

■-  lo»<n<j  inc^de-1^.      Pleose  .Heck  or>*  'o>  eoc*  d tcj  on.' 


a.  Octet.  MSI  "o- 
1.  Quontitv 

?.  Quol.tv    

3.  Tim«l,ness  

b.  Vietnoin  Evocuot'O"  -  April  1975 

I.  Quantity   

?.  Quolity    

3.  Timeliness  

C.  Wot   .n  Angolo 

I.  QuOntit>    

?.  Ouolity    

3.  Timeliness 


D 


In  general,  how  would  you  chorocteri/e  the 
pnmory  role  of  Congress  with  respect  to  post 
international  po I  iticol  ond  militory  crises' 
Pleose  check  one. 


—  Active  at  the  time  of  the  crisis 

I    •  «e  onl>  ofter  the  crisis,  e.g..  heonngs  or 
investigations 

D  Passive 

!     Other    Plecse  specify  


10. Do  you  believe  thot  Congress  should  ossume  a 
~>ore  active  or  possive  role  during  international 
crises'    (Pleose  check  one.) 


.^  Significantly  more  possi 
Lj  Slightly  more  passive 
D  No  chonge 
"Slightly  more  active 
Zj  Significantly  more  octivi 


11. Who  >n  Congress  do  you  believe  should  be  pro- 
vided with  information  during   internotionol 
crises?      P'eose  check  one.1 


□  No  one 
J  The  leadership  only 

uJCertom  committees  only 

He  leadership  and  certain  committees 
-        Member  of  Congress  who  requests 

[7  The  whole  Congress 

Other    Please  spe'v  


12. Do  you  believe  thot  structural  chonges  designed 
to  improve  the    information  flow   to  Congress 
durmg  internotionol  crises  would  be 
desirable^      Please  check  one. 
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13.  Whirh  of  the  following  potentiol  slructurol  chonges  would  you  support  or  oppose'    (Pleose  checkone 
box  for  each  potential  change  ond  feel  free  to  modify  or  elaborate  on  any  alternative  or  propose  others 
in  the  comments  section  below.) 


a.  A  system  whereby  information  concerning  a  crisis  would- 
automatically  flow  to  the  Congress.    (For  example,  a 
congressional      watch  center'    which  would  be  activated 
during  crises  to  receive  the  same  information  which 
flows  to  the  various  executive  brooch  watch  centers.) 


n 


b.  Establishing  a  special   congressional    committee  to 

serve  as  a  focal  point  for  information  during  international 
crises. 


a 


D 


Requiring  a  senior  administration  official  (or  officials) 
to  observe  executive  branch  deliberations  during 
crises  and  concurrently  to  provide  the  Congress  with 
full  information  on  on-going  events. 


□ 


a 


d.  Granting  ^a  small  number  off  Members  of  Congress 
observer  status  on  the  National  Security  Council  or 
other  crises  management  groups. 


e.  Establishing  direct  participation  of  Members  of  Congress 
in  deliberations  of  the  National  Security  Council  or 
other  crisis  management  groups. 


n 


Comments 


Regarding  crises,  the  Commission  on  the  Organiza- 
tion of  the  Government  for  the  Conduct  of  Foreign 
Policy  (Murphy  Commission  -  June  1975)  recommended 
that  M 

"After  a  WSAG-level  (Washington  Special  Action 

Group)  crisis,  a  crisis  review  group  should 
assess  the  government's  performance  and, 
where  appropriate,  review  and  reconsider  contin- 
gency plans. 

This  activity  need  not  engage  WSAG  members, 
but  should  be  undertaken  under  WSAG  super- 
vision." 

Would  you  favor  the  establishment  of  a  crisis  review 
group  in  the  executive  branch9    (Please  check  one 
nnd  feel  free  to  comment.)  a 


HYes 
UNo 

Comments 
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15    In  oddition  10  conducting.  hearings  ond    Of   m»est 
golions.   what  role,    'f  ony.   do  you  believe  Congre^ 
should  p'oy   >n  on  internct'Ono'  C"l  !  ■••!•■ 
group'    (Pleose  check  M 


Cong'tw  should  oc»'v«lv  poMicipolc  >n  ony 
OS'S  rtnN  group 
□  Congress  should  onlr  j-t  o»  observers 
I      Congress  should  Only  b*   informed  of  the 
results  or  ony  cr<s>S  'e.   «■  -  • 
Nont  of  the  obove       membership  ond  know 
ledge  of  results  of  <  risil  review  groups 
should  be  mternol  to  the  e»ecutive  branch 
Other  (Pleose  specify) 


III    ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS 

If  you  ho»t  odditionol  comments  wi  ony  of  the  questions  or  reloted  points  or  topics  not  covered, 
pleose  write  your  comments  in  the  spoce  below.     Your  views  ore  greotly  opprecioted.     Thonk  you 
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